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U.S. COMMISSION ON CIVIL I'IGHTS
The U.S. Commission on Civil Rigits is a temporary. independent, bipartisan

agency established by Congress in 1957 and directed to:

® Investigate complaints alleping that citizens are being deprived of their right to
vote by reason of their race. color, religion. sex, age, handicap, or national origin,
or by reason of fraudulent practiczs;

® Study and collect information concerning legal developments constituting
discrimination or a denial of equal protection of the laws under the Constitution
because of race, color, r-ligion, sex. age. handicap, or national origin, or in the
administration of justice; o

® Appraise Federal laws and policies with respect to discrimination or denial of
equal protection of the laws because of race, color, religion, sex, age, handicap, or
national origin. or in the administration of justice;

® Serve as a national clearinghouse for information in respect to discrimination
or denial of equal protection of the laws bgcause of race, cowr, religion, sex, age,
handicap. or national origin.

® Submit reports. findings, and recommendations to the President and the
Congress.

MEMBERS OF THE COMMISSION

Arthur S. Flemming, Chairman

Stephen Horn, Vice Chairman

Frankie M. Freeman
Manuel Ruiz, Jr.
Murray Saltzman

Louis Nuriez, Acting Staff Director
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Letter of Transmittai

February 1979

THE PRESIDENT
THE PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE
THE SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENYATIVES

Sirs:

The U.S. Commiss.on on Civil Rights presents this report pursuant to Public Law
85-315, as amended.

This js the latest in a series of Commission reports that evaluate the status of
school desegregation acioss the Nation. It focuses on developments since August
1976 whien the Commission issued a detailed and coinprzhensive study of progress
and issues involved in the school desegregation effort.

This x\eport briefly reviews developments in all three branches of the Federal
Government. While the Supreme Court of the United States holds fast to
establishpd constitutional principies that mandate school desegregation, the
Congress has taken steps that severely impede the ability of the executive branch,
specifically the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) to enforce
the Civil |Rights Act of 1964, which Congress itself enacted in recognition of the
need to ®nd racial discrimination in all aspects of our national life, including
education.

This report raises questions about some aspects of HEW’s role in school
desegregation that we trust its leadership will soon address. Such questions concern
the Department’s fund termination policies with respect to school districts where
equal opportunity violations are found as well as the use of student enzollment data
that HEW’s Office for Civil Rights collects on a regular basis.

Brief surveys of the status of school desegregation in 47 school districts indicate
that the adjustment of parents and students to desegregation continues and that
predictions of serious racial conflict and a deteriorating quality of education have
proved groundless. The surveys also indicate, however, that local school oificials in
some districts have taken little actio. .0 desegregate their schools. Latest HEW
data, morecver, show that segregaiion of minority students in some school districts
and in some¢ regions of the Nation remains at discouragingly high levels. Within
desegregated schools, problems such as discriminatory disciplinary policies continue
to require ccrrection by appropriate school officials.

1i

For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.8. Governmant Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20403

4



School desegregation not only continues to be a constitutional requirement but a
vital national goal that we believe is broadly supported by the American people. We
believe that the public interest, as well as the cause of equal opportunity in our
public schools, will best be served by a consistent and purposeful effort on the part
of government at all levels to achieve that goal. '

We urge your consideration of the facts and findings presented and request your
leaderskip in ensr fing implementation of the recommendations made.

Respectfully,

Arthur S. Flemming, Chairman
Stephen Horn, Vice Chairman
Frankie M. Freeman

Manuel Ruiz, Jr.

Murray Saltzman

Louis Nuriez, Acting Staff Director
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ADDITIONAL STATEMENT BY VICE CHAIRMAN STEPHEN HORN

[ am pleased that in Recommendation 2(a) (1) my colleagues have recog-
nized the paucity of data which exists in formulating and implementing national
policy to desegregate the public schools and urged that “The Department of
Health, Education and Welfare, through its Office for Civil Rights and its Na-
t"snal Institute of Education, should continuc to intensfy the gathering and
analysis of statistical data on a long-term basis in order to establish a national
data brise by school district that will permit a longitudinal analysis of the impact
of des. gregation so that appropriate policies can be devised and implemehted."

There is a paucity of data to judge the effectiveness of public school de-
segrezation. The sad fact is that a quarter of a century after Brown v. Topeka
we have no standard or criteria to measure “progress” in this controversial area.
We have assembled forty-seven impressionistic summaries of what presumably
has hippened in the communities involved. Some of those reports contain in-
teresting information. There may be an idea which will help a community
leader i another city who is struggling to make desegregation work.

The type of statistical data needed is not simply tabulations of students
and schooi employees by race:ethnicity and sex at given points in time. That
would be a start, but more than that there is a need for data on school suspen-
sions and the effects of racial isolation and the changes which occur in the
transition from racial isolation to a desegregated learning experience.

Many studies have been done in a few schools or a district seeking to.analyze
the effects on student learning and personal growth as well as on the community
of both successful and unsuccessful transitions from segregated to desegregated
schools. These have varied in methodology and quality. Few have encouraged
comparison. There is a need for a national data base which is also developed
on a random sample basis to follow a student through time based on the ‘ype
of school att~n ied so that appropriate policies can be devised and implemented
to further * : aim enunciated in U.S. v. Jefferson County Board of Education
[372.F. 2d. 836, 847 (Sth cir. 1966)] that “the only school desegregation plan
that meets constitutional standards is one that works.” A

Currently policymakers can pick an isolated social science study completed
on one school or a distr'ct and use it to support or oppose a particular course
of action. That can be done because ths Federal Government has been negligent
in establishing 2 systematic program of analysic which would aid policymakers
in judging the effectiveness and the intended and unintended consequé‘nces of
desegregation.

To measure the “direction of change,” one must have a base and know
where one is. And it is this fact which apparently scares some since tha. would
mean securing base data on cognitive achievement, co-curricular activities,
personal attitudes toward each other and other racial/ethnic groups, etc. in
schools as they now are. Some are segregated. Some are desegregated. Some are
in various stages of transition in between.
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Beating one’s breast and pontificating that “the law of the land must be
carried out™ does not assure that the law will be carried out. The preparation
of plans that work is what implements the law. To prepare such plzas, we need
better information on what has worked and what has not worked and under
what conditions. Only the executive branch of the Federal Government has the
resources to carcy out the type of longitudinal project envisioned here. After a
quarter of a century, it is about time that we begin.

-
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Preface

In its landmark decision in 1954 in Brown, the
Supreme . Court of the United States noted that
“education is perhaps the most important function of
state and local governments.”?

It is required in the performance of our most
basic responsibilities. . .it is a principal instru-
ment in awakening the child to cultural values,
in prcparinf him for later professional training,
and in heiping him adjust normally to his
ervironment. . .it is doubtful that any child
may rcasonabl% be expected to succeéd in life if
he is denied the opportunity of an education.
Such an opportumty, where the state has
undertaken to grovide it, is a right which must
be made available to all on equal terms.2

The Court ruled that State-mandated public school
segregation on the basis of race is “inherently
unequal™ and therefore unconstitutional. This mo-
mentous decision not only outlawed the system of
school segregation that had evolved in the United
States, but it also provided the legal basis for
attacking racial segregation in virtually every aspect
of our society.

Since its creation in 1957, the U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights has consistently viewed the Brown ruling
as the mogy critical civil rights development in this
century. The Commission continues to believe thatz
no more important chailenge faces the Nation than
the elimination of all Gt.¢imination from our public
schools. Acccrdingly, no civil rights issue hac
received greater attention, and the Commission has
published numerous studies evaluating desegregai on
progress and problems during the pastywo decaces.3

On the basis of information gdthered during
formal hearings. open meetings, case studies, a
national survey, and other research conducted
nationw:de, the Commission published a major,
comorehensive study entitled Fulfilling the Leiter and
Spirit of the Law: Desegregation of the Nation’s Public
Schools in August 1976. That study reported substan-

' 347 U.S. 483. 493 (1959).

) .

3 See. for example. U.S. Commussion on Civil Rights, Racial Isolation in the
Fublic Schools (196T): Five Communities: Their Search for Equal Education
(1972); Your Child and Busing (1972); Inequality in School Financing: The
Role of Law (1972); The Diminishing Barrier: A Regzert on Schocl
Desegregation in vine Communines (1972); Title IV and School Desegr ga-
lion: A Study of . Neglecied Federal Program (1913); School Desegregation in
Ten Communities (1973). Para Los Ninos " For the Children (1974); Mexican

Vili

tial progress in parental end student acceplance of
desegregation, but it alsc noted that “much work
remains to be done before equal educational oppor-
furuty becomes a reality.”* Many school districis,
particularly large ones, remained segregated, and in
some desegregated schoals the Coanmission found
disturbing patterns of discrimination against minori-
ty students in discipline and in class assignment
policies.

The Commission has continved 10 monitor school
desegregation since release of that study in 1976. In
1977 it publisned Statemen: on Metropolitan School
Desegregation. In two annnal reports, The State of
Civil Rights {for 1976 and 1977), it again briefly
evaiuated the status of public school desegregation.
The 1977 report. noted growing acceptance of
desegregation and improved conditions in schools in
various communities. Effective desegregation in
many localities remained a distant goal, however.

This report is one of a series of studies prepared by
the Commission’s Office of National Civil Rijghits
Issurs to provide fimely information of importance
to those agencies and individuals respousible for
ensuring that equal opportunity in all areas, includ-
ing education, becomes a reality. This report exam-
ines school desegregation developments during the
past 2 years in the three branches of the Federal
Governent—judicial, executive, and legislative.

The report includes an interpratation, developed
by the Commission’s Office of General Counsel, of
the present position of the Supreme Court of the
United States on legal requirements for school
desegregation, a review of recent congrelssional
legislation concerning public school desegregation,
ana 2 discussion of school desegregation enforce-
ment activities of the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare (HEW). It also includes new data,
gathered by HEW, on existing segregation by race
and ecthnicity in our public schools. Finally, the
report contains brief . reviews prepared by the
American Education Study, six reports (1971-74); Desegregating the Basion
Public Schools: A Crisis in Civic Responsibyjlity (1975); Twenty Years Afier
Brown, chap. 4 (1975); The Federal Civil Rights Enforcement’ Effor1—1974,
vol. lIl, To Ensure Educational riunity (1975); A Long Day's
Journey into Lighs (1976).

* US. Commission on Civil Rights. Fulfilling the Letter and Spirit of the
Law (1976), p. .

* US., Commission on Civil Rights, State of Civil Rights: 1977 (1978), pp.
7°8.

1C -
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Commussion’s nine regicnal offices. of the current
state of deszgregation in 47 school districts nation-
wide and considers the status of metropolitan or
interdistnct desegregation approaches in large urban
areas characterized by predominantly minority city
schools and primarily white suburban schools.

We believe that this latest study doruments the
need for a reinvigorated, determined, and positive
effort by the executive and legisiative branches of the
Federal Government, as well as responsible State
and local officials, to complete the consiitutionaily
mandated task of desegregating the Nationt's public
schools.

.
, .
>



Chapter 1

The Supreme Court and School Desegregation

“The judicial power of the United States shall be
vested in one Supreme Court, and in such inferior
courts 4s the Congress may from time to time ordain
and establish.” Thus reads section 1 of article I of
the Constitution of the United States. it was the
Supreme Court, in its 1954 Brown decision, that
started the process of esegregating the Nation’s
oubiic sckools. _

A bnef recitation! of the more tmportant school
desegregation decisions between 1954 and 1976 will
assist in understanding the significance of the
decisions of the last 2 years cited Jater in this section.
Note that from Brown II (1955) to Jefferson County
{1966) no decisions are cited. A one constitutional
scholar put it, “during the entire period from 1955
until 1967—the Supreme Court decided few desegre-
gation cases and provided little help for the lower
courts.”? '

Brown v. Board of Educaiion (349 U.S. 294 (1955),
popularly known as “Brown IL” called for “good
faith compliance” and “all deliberate speed” in
carrying out the mandate of the 1954 decision.

U.S. v. Jefferson County Board of Education (372
F.2d 836, 847 (5th Cir. 1966)) found that “the only
school desegregation plan that mects constitutional
standards is one that works.”

Green v. County School Board (391 U.S. 430
(1968)), rejected “freedom of choice” in school
assignments because it failed to produce any signifi-
cant desegregation and failed to remove racial
identification of schools. It charged the school board
with “the affirmative duty to take whatever steps
might be necessary to convert to a unitary system in
which racial discrimination would be eliminated root
! This summary of school tion cases is based upon “Court,
Congress, and School Desegregation™ by Robert B. McKay. director, Aspen
Institute for Humanistic Studies, p on Jusuve, Society, and the

Individual; ke formerly was dean of the New Yurk Utiveérsity School of
Law. The anticle appeared in Scho Desegregation: The Courts and Suburban

and branch,” by developing a plan which “promises
realistically to work sow.” (Emphasis in onginal.)

Alexander v. Holmes County Board of Education
(396 U.S. 19 (1969)) declared “ali deliberate speed™
no longer constituticnally permissible and said that
“the obligation of every school district is to terminate
dual school systems at once and to operate now and
hereafter only unitary schools.

Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of Educa-
tion (402 U.S. 1 (1971)) noted that Federal district
courts had broad equitable powers “to eliminate
from the public schools all vestiges of State-imposed
segregation,” and that these powers include the use
of mathematical ratios as starting points in shaping
remedies and the assignment of students according
to race. It also upheld the lower court's order to bus
children to accomplish desegregation. Two *“compan-
ion” cases to Swann—Davis v. Board of Schoo!
Commissions (402 U.S. 43 (1971)) and North Carolina
State Board of Education v. Swann (402 US. 43
(1971))—strengthened the meaning of the original
case. According to one commentator on constitution-
ai law:

The Swann zases in effect hold that in many
situations there will be no remedy for segregated
schools other than busing. As the remedy
becomes part of the right, any limitation on
busing becomes a nresumptive interference with
the right to an in‘egrated education. This merger
of right and remegl;f is the main constitutional
obstacle to artit-using legislation.3

Keyes v. School District No. 1 (413 U.S. 189 (1973))
upheld busing in Denver, the first time the Supreme
Court had so held outside the South. The Court also
held that a sysiemwide remedy is appropriate if # is
Migration published by the U.S. Commission on Civil Raghts, 1976. For a
fuller discussion of th+ cases. see prges 60-81.

2 [bid., p. 63.
3 Ibid.. p. 67.

12
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determined that “an intentionally segregative policy
is practiced in a nieaningful segment of a school
systeni.”

In Bradley v.-School Board (412 U.S. 92 (1974)) an
evenly divided Supreme Court let stand an appeals
court reversal of a district court’s order for metropc'
itan desegregation in Richmond, Virginia, and
suburbs.

Milliken v. Bradley (418 U.S. 717 (1974)) reverseu
an appeals court affirmation of a district court’s
order granting metropolitan relief to school segrega-

" tion in Detroit. The Supreme Court, in a 5 to 4

decision, heid that sufficient grounds of discrimina-
tion or segregation, based on State action or
segregative intention by suburban officials, had not
been established that would warrant the imposition
of a metropolitan desegregation plan.

Hills v. Gautreaux (425 U.S. 248 (1976)), a case
involving housing discrimination in Chicago, estab-
lished the policy that metropolitan remedies are
permissible under certain circumstances.

In late December 1976 and early 1977 the Supreme
Court of the United States decided school desegrega-
tion cases in Austin,* Indianapolis,> Omaha,$ Mil-
waukee,” and Dayton.8 These decisions and their
subsequent interpretation by the lower courts have
raised the question whether the Supreme Court is
retreating from its long-espoused commitment to the
right of scheol children to a desegregatcd education.
To answer this question, it is first necessary to
consider two cases, not mvolvmg school desegrega-
tion, upon which decisions in the above school cases
are based, at least in part.

In June 1976 the Court rulcd in Washington v.
Davis, ® an employment discrimination case, that for
action by government officials to be held unconstitu-
tional it must be shown to be intentionally discrimi-
natory. An action which is racially neutral in intent,
even if it has a discriminatory effect, is constitution-
ally permissible. This ruling was amplified in Village
of Arlington Heights v. Metropolitan Housing Develop-
ment Corporation, © a zoning case decided in
January 1977, when the Court again said that proof

" ¢ Austin Independent School District v. U.S., 429 U.S. 990 (1976) [hereafier

cited as Austin].

3 Board of Schoo! Commissioners v. U.S., 429 U.S. 1068 (1977) [hereafter
cited as Board of School Commissioners).

¢ School District of Omaha v. U.S., 433 U.S. 667 (1977) [hereafter cited as
School District of Omaha).

T Brennan v. Armstrong, 433 U.S. 672 (1977) [hereafter cited as Brennan v.
Armstrong].

¢ Dayton Board of Education v. Brinkman, 433 U.S. 406 (1977) [hereafter
cited as Dayton Boa:d of Educauon v. Brinkman).

2

of a racially discriminatory intent or purpose is

required to show a violation of the equal protection

clause of the 14th amendment. The Court, recogniz-
inc that it i often difficult to ascertain legislative or .
at, spelled out the kinds of

1 it would look in determining
tion was tainted with discriminato--

. evidence would include the histori-

ucng.-und of the challenged action (whether it
reveals a series of actions taken for discriminatory
purposes); the sequence of events leading up to the
action (whether there were departures from the
normal procedural sequence); legislative or adminis-
trative history (contemporary statements by mem-
bers of the decisionmaking body, minutes of meet-
ings, reports); and the impact of the official action
(whether it falls more heavily on one race than

another).

In both Washington and Arlington Heights, the
Court pointed out that although it had long required
proof of discriminatory purpose as the factor
distinguishing de jure from de facto segregation, the
lower courts had not always strictly adhered to that
requirement. Therefore, beginning with the Austin
case, the Court began to clarify for the lower courts
the application of the intent requirement o’ Washing-
ton and Arlington Heights in school desegregation
cases.

Development of the Intent
Requirement

In Austin Independent School District v. U.S., 11 the
Supreme Court had before it the district court’s
remedial order, which had been upheld by the circuit
court. Although the record was replete with evidence
of intentional segregation, both the district court and
the circuit court seemed to presumeé segregative
intent from the school -board’s persistent use of a
neighborhood assignment policy in a system with
marked residential segregation. The Supreme Court
vacated the circuit court’s judgment and remanded
the case for reconsideration in light of Washington. 12
Because the remand was without a majority opinion,
? 426 U.S. 229 (1976). In this case certain hiring practices of the District of
Columbia Police Department were clnllenged as racially discriminatory in
violation of the 14th amendment.
10 429 U.S. 252 (1977). This case involved a challenge to the failure of the
village to rezone a tract of lt nd on which the corporation wished to build
racially integrated low-and moderate-income housing.
1 Austin Independent School District v. U.S., 429 U.S. 990 (1976).
12 The Arlington Heights decision had nidt yet been handed down when
Austin was decided; therefore, it is the only one of five cases consiaered
here that was not remanded for consideration in light of that case.



the reasoning of the Cou:t was not clear. However,
the court of appeals, considering the case following
the Supreme Court’s remand, acknowledged:

There is language in our Austin II '3 opinion
that an official discriminatory intent adequate to
squort a finding of de jure segregation could be
inferred solely from the schou: voard’s use of a
neighborhood school policy for student assign-
ment. . . .To the extent that Austin 11 can be st
read, it is inconsistent with Washingron v. Davis
and Arlington Heights. The Supreme Court
recognized this ambiguity in vacating our
decision and remanding the case to us. U.S. v.
Texas Education Agency. 14 2

In reconsidering the evidence of intentional
segregation in light of Washington, the appeals court
reiterated its prior finding of intentional discrimina-
tion and made clear that its finding had not been
based solely upon the school district’s use of a
neighborhood assignment policy but also upon “the
taking of an extensive series of actions dating back to
the early twentieth century that had the natural,

foreseeable, and avoidable result of creating and

maintaining an ethnically segregated school sys-
tem.”1% The court then returned the case to the
distnct court” for consideration of an appropriate
remedy. A petition by the school district for
rehearing was recently denied by the circuit court.

The district court has not scheduled a hearing on the:

remedies aspect of the case.16

Since the Supreme Court in remanding the Austin
case did not address the deficiencies in the prior
proceedings, it cannot be determined whether the
circuit court correctly identified the aspect of the
case that the Supreme Court found troublesome. If
the circuit court has failed to identify the trouble-
some area, Austin may once again go to the Supreme

Court for review. Until that happens, it is impossible
to state with certainty whether the Court is carving . .. .

.out a new direction in imposing the requirement of

preof. of intent in schcol desegregation cases c.
whether, as stated in Washington, it is simply
reiterating well-established principles to guide the
lower courts.

13 Tie case was twice before the court of appeals prior to the Supreme
.. Court’s remand: the judgment reviewed by the Court was rendered upon the

appellate court's second consideration of the case.

14 564 F.2d 162, 169 (5th Cir. 1977).

15 Id at170.

'8 Brian K. Landsberg, Counsel of Record, U.S. Department of  Justice,

telephone interview, Sept. 20, 1978, ’

17 429 U.S. 1068 (1977).

}F Id at 11, 18-24.

Also vacated and remanded, without opinion, for
review in light of Washington and Arlington Heights
was the case of Board of School Commissioners v. U.S.

* 17 This Indianapolis school case came about when (1)

the State failed to extend the boundaries of the
. Indianapolis School District (IPS) in the consolida-
tion of the Indiana municipal government and
-arious Marion Covstv governmental units into a
countyvrde g, aied Uni-Gov; and (2)
S : ~uhlic housing projects, in
whicn Yo percen _cupants were black, to
areas within the Indianapolis city limits as they
existed prior to the expansion of the boundaries.

The appeals court approved the district court’s
finding - that the location of housing projects by
officials had caused and perpetuated segregation of
black pupils in the Indianapolis school district. The
court said that the record supported such a finding
and showed a purposefully discriminatory use of
State housing, although there was no elaboration of
the evidence of purpose or intent.18 On remand, the
Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals agreed that there
had been no previous showing of discriminatory
intent in the failure of the general assembly to extend
the city school boundarics when Uni-Gov was
enacted?® and that prior to Washington the interpre-
tation of the law by.lower courts was that no such
showing was required. After remand by the Supreme
Court, however, the necessity for such a showing was
required, so the appeals court returned the case to
the district court to consider whether State or school

. officials had intentionally discriminated against

minority students. The appeals court gave the
following guidance to the district court in making
that decigion: .

(1) Segregative intent need only be a motivat-
ing factor, not the sole factor, in the official
decision(s);20

(2) discriminafory purpose may be inferred
from the totality of the circumstances; even
where no official act is unmistakably based in a
racial motive, a clear pattern of acts with a
scrgrcgativc‘ effect may give rise to an inference
of segregative intent; - :

1 The Court held, however, that the de jure segregation of students within
the Indianapolis public schools is nsw the law of the case.’ .
% The circuit court cited Arlington Heights for this proposition. However,
as the Supreme Court makes clear in Arlington. proof that segregative intent’
is a motivating factor simply shifts the burden to the officials to show that
the same official decision would have resulted cven had the impermissible
purpose not been considered; if they fail in that showing, plaintiffs’
constitutional claim is established.

13




(3) it is not subjective but objective intent that

is crucial; a presumption of segregative intent

arises from acts with foreseeably segregative
effects.2!

The’_(‘.ourt concluded that if the district court,
applying these principles, finds  that leaving the
school boundaries intact was done intentionally to
segregate minority students, then the court may
fashion an interdistrict remedy. The district court did

find intentional discrimination under the- Je-
lines, but :he ultimate decision is not * e
the case is currently on appeal - : "
circuit court.

Again, like Austin, the present po. 1€

Indiancpolis case offers little insight into the Supreme
Courf’s reason for remanding the case in light of
Washington and Arlington Heights. .

Two other Supreme Court remands are more
insightful. In School District of Omaha v. United
States, 22 the Court ruled that officia) action is not
unconstitutional solely because of racially dispropor-
tionate impact. It vacated the appeals court’s
judgment approving an extensive desegregation plan,
including systemwide student transportation, and
returned the case for consideration in light of

Arlington Heights and Dayton. On remand, the -

appeals court found:

the evidence is clear that a discriminatory
purpose has been a motivating factor in the
school district’s actions. . .because the natural
and foreseeable consequence of the acts of the
school district was to- create and maintain
segregation in five different areas, which evi-
dence was not effectively rebutted by the school
district.23

This finding appears to nave satisfied the Supreme
Court on the intent issue, because the Court denied
the school district’s petition for certiorari in February
1978.24

In the Milwaukee school case, Bre(man v. Arm-
strong, 25 the Supreme Court observed that the court
of appeals’ opinion referred to an unexplained hiatus
between the district court’s specific findings of fact
~’ and its conclusion of intentional segregation in the
Milwaukee school system. Since the remand of
% US, v. Board of School Comumissioners of the City of. Indianapolis,
Indiana, No. 75-1730 (D. Ind. Feb. 18, 1978), at 18-24,
12 School District of Omaha v. US., 433 US. 667 (1977).
33 U.S, v. School District of Omaha. 565 F. 2d 127, 128 (8th Cir. 1977).

24 46 US.L.W. 3521 (February 1978). The case was remanded by the
lppezls couﬂ to the district court for consideration of the appropriate

»4A

4 ~ : : .

Brennan was based in part on Arlington Heights,

there mfy be an inference that the Supreme Court.
concurred in the appeals court’s observation. That
inference is supported by proceedings in the case .
after the Supreme Court’s remand. The court of
appeals returned the case to the district court
(without opinion), which then reopened the case for
additional evidence to supplement and clarify the

“hiatus” on the intent question. The district court has
subsequently ruled, with the admission of-additional
evidence, that there was segregatlve intent and has
held further heanngs on the issue of “present
effects.” A ruling is awaited.

These cases indicate that the Supreme Court is
adhering strictly in the area of school desegregation
to its Washington holdiag. There is nothing in any of
the Court’s opinions or their application by lower
courts that conclusively pomts to a shift in judicial
philosophy.

As the Court noted in Washmgton, it has consis-
tently -equired proof of inient to make out a case of
de jure or officially imposed segregation, although the
lower courts on occasion have departed from its
precedents. It is important to recognizeithat all of the
school cases arose ifi States that have no recent
history of State-imposed s :gregation. Therefore, the
plaintiffs in each case wer¢ required to shov, and the
trial courts to find, specific aots by school officials
that were intentionally segregative before desegrega-
tive remedies could be imposed. The Supreme
Court’s insistence that only de jure segregation (de
facto segregation caused or perpetuatéd by intention-
al State adion) is actionable does not by itself, of
course, signify a judicial sancuomng of school
segregation. S e

The Court and Desegregatlon ‘
Remedies -
More trc‘xblesome than the Court’s adherence to
the requiremeni of segregative intent is its decision in
the Dayton school case.?8 The appeals court ap-
proved a desegregation plan involving districtwide
racial distribution on the district court’s finding of
three separate and relatively isolated instances. of
intentionally’ discriminatary -school board action.
The Supreme Court held that the systemwide remedy

remedy. The district court set aside most of November 1978 for hearing on-
the remedies aspect of the case. Kenneth B. Holm, Counsel of Record for
School District of Omaha, telephone interview, Sept. 20, 1978.

25 Brennan v. Armstrong, 433 U.S. 672 (1977).

% Dayton Board of Education v. ?nnknun, 433 U.S. 406 (1977).
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imposed by the circuit court was inconsistent with
the extent of "he constitutional violation, as there was
no showing that the. board’s isolated acts had.a
systemwide segregative effect. On remand, the lower
court was directed to fashion a remedy designed to
eliminate the incremental segregation caused hy the
school officials’ conduet.2”

The extent of a constitutional violation'is impor-
tant because the remedy fashioned by the courts
must be coextens:ve with the violation. The principle,
enunciated in Swunn v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board
of Education, 28 that the remedv mne' '~ tailored to
the violation has beer V. Cases
fcllowing Swann.

The Court has suuggiea over the iwo decades
since Brown ?° with the dilemma of which reraedies
are appropriate to alleviate unconstitutional school
segregation. For a time ‘after Brown, the Court was
concerned ‘hat school systems establish neutral
admissions policies that were in no way based upon
the race of students. When it became apparent that
racial segregation could be perpetuated in spite of
facially neutral admissions policies, the Court reeval-
uated the efficacy of that remedy. In Green v. County
School Board, 3¢ the Court announced that the duty
of school boards guilty of de jure segregation .was

henceforth an affirmative one, .to eliminate all -

vestiges of State-imposed segregation. Both Swann
and Keyes 3! stand for the proposition that when
segregation Is de._jure, the obligation of school
authorities and, in the event of their default, the

courts is to fashion a plan which fulfills this.

affirmative duty.
Some observers have read the Dayton decision to

mean that the Court is now backing away from the"

concept of affifmative duty to desegregate. It is true
that the “incremental segregative effects” analysis of
Dayton is different in kind from the affirmative duty
concept of Green, Swann, and Keyes. The former calls
for the untangling of many complicated and inter-
woven chains of cause and effect to-measure that
degree of segregation caused by school officials’
unconstitutional action. This litigation process must
of necessity be castly and time-consuming to litigants
and to the courts, and the degree of desegregation

-7 The Supreme Courl ordercd the Austin, Omaha, and Milwaukee cases to

be reconsidered by the lower courts in light of Dayton. ~

8 402 U.S. 1 (1971) [hereafler cited as Swann).

2 347 U.S. 483 (1954)..

3¢ 391 U.S. 430(1968).

31 Keyes v. School District No. 1,413 U.S. 189 (1973 ln this Denver school

hY

that follows may not, in many instances, be substan-
tial.

On the other hand, the imposition of an afﬁrma-
tive duty to desegregate flows naturally from the
finding of a " de jure systgm. No metaphysical exercise
is necessary to determine thé extent of segregation;
the systera is deemed to be segregated throughout.
The duty then is to design a remedy consistent with
the mandate of Swann, Green, and Keyes. Although
the imposition of ar affirmative duty does not mean
that racial balance is required in all zchools in a
system, it does mean that from a multitude of

desegrega’’ - nlan must be developed
thatmat. most likely to achieve
systen _-ulL

Dayten provides that in schooi systems in which
isolated 4cts of intentional discrimination have
caused some degree of segregation, school officials
are required only to eliminate that amount cf
segregation that results from their actions. To
superimpose the Dayton analysis onto systems that
are as a whole de jure, however, negates the
principles of Green, Swann, and Keyes.

If the Court intends a shift from the reqmrcmcnt
that school officials in dual systems eliminate all
vestiges of officially cavsed segregation (taking
account, as in Swann and Keyes, that when a system
is de jure, all existing segregation is deemed to result
from official, intentional segregation), the Court has
not enunciated such a shift. In late July 1978, the
sixth circuit, reviewing an order by the district court -
finding that the school board ‘was not guilty of
intentional segregation and relieving the board from
previous desegregation orders, reversed and directed
that a systemwide desegregation' plan previously

. approved by the circuit court be reinstated. In

concluding that the Dayton school system had been
guilty of de jure segregation and had operated a dual
rschool system prior to Brown, the circuit court relied
in part on two presumptions: (1) the Omaha
prcsumpuon that acts which have a foreseeably
segregative effect are deemed to have becn intention-
ally discriminatory and (2) the Keyes presumption
that when intentional segregation exists in a mean-
ingful portion of a school district, segregation in
other’ parts of the district was also intentional. The
case, the Supreme Court maintained that in districts in which a substantial
portion of the school district'is intentionally segregated by official action,
the system as a whole is de jure.

32 The desegregative techniques referred 10 are punnp magnet schools,
redrawing attendance zones, placement of new construct on, and busing.
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court further found that the dual system had not
been dismantled since Brown, even though for 24
years the school system in Dayton had been under a
constitutional duty to desegregate. The court relied
for this finding on evidence of racially motivated
practices concerning faculty and stadent assignment,
school construction and site selection, and grade
structure and reorgarization, which practices con-
trifuted ‘o the continuation of a segregated system.
Therefore, a systemwide remedy was decmed appro-
priate by the court.33 '

The sixth circuit's July 1978 opinion is especiaily
important in thui it reflects a conviction that the law
applicable to school cases was not changed " the
Supreme Court's remand of Dayror the
circuit court 1s concerned, Keyes i ntothng
and the “incremental segregative en'cuts test is
inapplicable to a de jure system.

If the Supreme Court then allows the systemwide
remedy to stand in Dayron, it will reflect an intention
to follow the precedents of Green, Swann, and Keyes.
Until that case or one like it is again before the
Court, the real meaning of Dayton and those cases
remanded 1.2 light of Dayton will remain uncleur.

Metropolitan Desegregation

In Milliken v. Bradley, 34 the Supreme Court
considered, for the first time, the question of when a
remedy mandating interdistrict desegregation was
appropriate. Reiterating its holding in Swann, 35 the
Court laid down the following guidelines for the
imposition of multidistrict relief: '

[I]t must first be shown that there has been a
constitutional violation within one district that
produces a significant segregative effect in
another district. Sperifically, it must be shown
that racially discrim:natory acts of the state or
local school districts, or:of a single school
district have been a substantial cause of interdis-
trict segregation. Thus, an interdistrict remedy
might be in order where the racially discrimina-
tory acts of one or more school districts caused
racial segregation in an adjacent district, or
where district lines have been deliberately drawn
on, the basis of race. In such circumstances an

3 Brinkmen v. Gilligan, 78-3060 (July 27. 1978). An appligatierTor stay
was later denied. 47 U S.LW. 3126, Sept. 12, 1078, . TE
3¢ 418 U.S. 717 (1974). In this case the court vacated a judgment imposing

an interdistrict remedy on the grounds that there was no showing that

inteational segregation in one district had interdistrict effects.
3% 402 US. 1(1971).

. 38 945, C1. 3112, 3127 (1974).

37 393 F¥upp. 428 (D. Del. 1975). .
3% 423 U'S. 963 (1975). In September 1978, application by the Delaware

6

interdistrict remedy would be appropriate to
climinate the interdistrict segregation directly
caused by the constitutional wiolation. Con-
versely, withoui an interdistrict violation .and
" anterdistrict effect, thsre is no constitutional
wrong calling for an interdistrict remedy.38

Since Milliken, two cases involving interdistrict
relief have been before the Court. In Evans v.
Buchanan, where dual school svstems were statutorily
compelled at the time of Brown, the lower court’s
finding that the purposeful segregation within Wilm-
ington city schools affected the racial composition of
county schools so that an interdistrict remedy would
be appropriate3” was summarily affirmed by the
Supreme Couri with onlv three members dissent-
ing‘38

By contrast, in Board of Schcol Commissioners of
the City of Indianapolis v. U.S. 39 the Supreme Court
vacated an order for interdistrict relief and remanded
the case for reconsideration in light of Washington
and Arlington Heighs.

Ta July 1978, the district court ordered the limited
interdistrict transfer of black studenis to schools in
the townships of Decatur, Franklin, Lawrence, Perry,
Warren, Wayne, the school city of Beach Grove, and
the school town of Speedway. The court also ordered
the filing of school desegregation plans by the
Indianapolis Public School District by August 1978.
In addition, the court ordered the school commission
to implement comprehensive teacher training pro-
grams. The court also issued an injunction stopping
further low-income building activities by the housing
authority of the city of Indianapolis and the
Lockefield | Gardens Housing Project, with the

* exception of those intended for the elderly.#® The

school district did file a plan that included inservice
training, but no final desegregation plan has yet been
adopted as hearings continue on the scope of the
remedy. - :
Another case, sometimes discussed as one in which
interdistrict relief ‘was obtained, is the Louisville
school case.#! In reality, however, Louisville was not
a multidistrict case, since by legislation the county
and city districts were combined before any interdis-
State Board of Education and 8 suburban school districts for a stay of the
implementation of a Jesegregation plan involving Wilmington and 10
surrounding districts was denied. 47 U.S.L.W. 3127, Sept. 12, 1978.
» 429 U.S. 1068 (1977).
% US. v. Board of School Commissioners of Indianapolis, No. IP 68-C-
225 etal,, $.D., Ind. (July 11, 1978).

4! Newburg Ares Council, Inc. v. Board of Education of Jefferson Co., Ky.,
510 F.2d 1358 (6th Cir. 1974), cert. denied, 427 U.S. 931 (1975).
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trict order was ever implemented, thereby rendering
moot the issue of the validity of interdistrict relief in
that case. . :

Since the Court has only had limited occasion to
apply its Milliken Lolding to date, it remains to be
seen whether interdisiict relief will be generally
approved by the Court in those circumstances where
it appears appropriate. At this juncture, therefore, the
likelihood of the use of multidistrict remedies tc
desegregate major inetropolitan areas can be nothing
more than a supposition.

Resegregation

The question of the duration o' desegregation and
the possibility of resegregation has been arnd remains
another problem involved in the school desegrega-
tion process. In Swann the Supreme Court first
addressed this issue and stated:

Neither school authorities nor district courts are
constitutionally required to make year-by-year
adjustments of the racial composition of student
bodies once the affirmative duty to desegregate
has been accomplished and racial discrimination
is eliminated from the systemn. This does not
mean that Federal courts are without power to
deal with future problems, but in the absence of
a showing that either scuool authorities or some
other agency of the state had deliberately
attempted to fix or alter demographic patterns
to affect the composition of the schools, further
intervention by a district court should not be
necessary.#?

The issue of ducation was again addressed by the
Court in Pasadena City Board of Education v.
Spangler. 42 In this case the Court held that a school
district havin ; me? the original order to implement a
desegregaticn attendance plan, unless ordered by the
original district court to do so, need not submit
annual attendance plans. '

Although sorne view this decision as an allowance -
._.by the Court for resegregation of school systems, this

42 Swann, 402 U.S. at 31-32.

42 427 U.S. 424 (1976).

44 John Waubaunsee. director. Education Litigation Unit, Native American
Rights Fund. Denver. telephone interview, Mar. 30, 1978; Jack Greenberg,
director. NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund, New York City,
telephone interview. Mar. 31, 1978; Peter Roos, director, Education
Litigation Unit. Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund,
San Francisco, telephone interview. Mar. 31, 1978; Robert Herman, legal

Counmissioi does not find that the Court’s limited
handling of this issuc reflects a shift from its
comm:tment to schoo! descgregation. Further guid-
ance on the duration of desegregatior nlans can be
cxpecte.! in future cases.

Minority Concerns

The Supreme Court’s present position on school
desegregation cases has led minority communities#+
to view the Court as increasingly “recalcitrant” in its
posture toward desegregation.s> The perception is
that the Court has hampered minority access to the
courts io assert their equal protection rights in
education. It has become a matter of extensive time
and cost for minorities to bring a legally sufficient
case to court in light of the complex piool require-
ments.*¢ Some observers regard this as a conscious
effort on the part of the Supreme Court to create
impediments to obtaining equal educational oppor-
tunities: Although there is agreement on the interpre-

“tation of the Court’s activities, there are differences

of opinion on the reasons for the Court’s position.
One observer has concluded that the Court is aware

- of the tenor of the public and is confronted with the

growing doubt whether the difficulties of school
‘desegregation are matched by the potential bene-
fits.47 Despite such fears, few minority leaders expect
the Court to reverse the strong mandate of Brown.

In sum, these recent cases do not undermine the
principles that have been carved out over two
decades of school litigation. The distinction between
de jure and de facto segregation remains, and it is
only de jure segregation that is actionable. Where de
Jure acts of segregation have less than systemwide
impact, only the: incremental effects of these acts
must be eliminated. But, in a de jure system, the duty
of school officials and lower courts is to design plans

“that achieve the maximum practicable desegregation

now. : -

director, Puerto Rican Legal Defense and Educatinn Fund, New York City.
telephone interview, Mar. 31, 1978; L. Ling-Chi Wang, Asian Studies
Center, University of California, Berkeley, telephone interview, Apr. 3,
1978; Nathaniel Jones, general counsel, NAACP, New York City, telephone
interview, Apr. 5, 1978.

45 Greenberg Interview.

48 Greenberg, Jones, and Roos Interviews.

47 Greenberg Intervicw.
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Chapter 2

Congress and School Desegreg_ation_

Article I, Section 1 the  woviguyan e des.
“All legislative bo . v w1 granted shall be vested
in a Congress of the United States, which shall
consist of a Senate and a House of Representatives.”
The Congress not only enacts the laws of the Nation,
it also holds the national purse strings. Both the
legislative and the spending powers of the Congres-
have been brought to bear in the pubhc school
desegregation process.

A decade after the Supreme Court’s Rrown
decision,
strengthen the implementation of that degision. Title
IV of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 authorizes Federal
assistance to school boards, school districts, and
other governmental units legally responsible for the
operation of public schools to aid these bodies in
their desegregation efforts. The Federal aid may be
in the form of training or technical or financial
assistance.! Title VI of the same act prohibits
discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national
origin by recipients of Federal funds. If a Federal
agency should find illegal discrimination as a-result
of a hearing it is authorized to terminate or refuse
funding or use other legal means to ensure compli-
ance with the provisions of Title V1.2

In recent years, legislation dealing with school
desegregation. has been” proposed to limit student

reassignment and busing for desegregation purposes.

Passage of some of this legislation has severely

! Civil Rights Act of 1964, Pub. L. No. 88-352, 78 Stat. 246 (codified at 42
U.S.C. §§2000c-2000c-!) (1970 and Supp. V. 1975).
2 Civil Rights Act of 1964, Pub. L. No. 88—352 78 Stat. 252 (codlﬁed at 42
us.C. llmm-G(lWO))
3 See discussion in chapter 3 of this report.
¢ The Escb amendment was enacted as Title 1l of the Education
Amendments of 1974 and is found at Pub. L. No. 93-380, 38 Stat. 517, 20
U.S.C. §§1701-1721 (Supp. V. 1975). In pertinent part it provides:
No court, department, or agency shall. . .order the implementation
of a plan that would require the, lnnlpomuon of any student 1o a

the Congress enacted legislation to

limited the ability of the exccutne = 3 ATy
out its desegregation enforcement responsibilities.3

Past Congressional Actions

Congressional debate over busmg of pupils for
desegregation purposes heightened in 1974, particu-
larly among Members representing districts where
desegregation had become a major issue. Since 1974 -

- Congress has passed the Esch, Byrd, and Eagleton-

Biden amendments to curtail or prohibit pupil busing -
for desegregation.

The Esch amendment, introduced by Representa-
tive Marvin'L. Esch of Michigan and enacted as part
of the Education Amendments of 1974, prohibited
any Federal agency from ordering the implementa-
tion of 4 desegregation plan requiring the transporta--
tion of students beyond the schools closest or next

* closest to their homes that provide the appropriate
~ grade level and type of education for those students.4

The Byrd amendment, introduced by Senator
Robert C. Byrd of West Virginia, was first adopted
by Congress in 1975 and reenacted in 1976. it went
beyond the provisions of the Esch amendment by

- forbidding the use of appropriated funds, directly or .

indirectly, to require the transportion of any stude:.t
to a school othér than the one that is nearest the

school other than the school closest or next closest 10 his phcc of 7y

residence which provides the iste grade level and type of

education for such student. 20 U.S.C. §1714(a) (Supp. V. 1975).
nebmdhnmdthcbchmenduntmnmwed.hww«.cg

* another provision of the 1974 act, 20 U.S.C. { 1701(b) (Supp. V. 1975) whi

“the provisions of this chapter are not intended to modify or diminish
the authority of the courts of th¢ United States 1o enforce fairly the
Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments tg the Constitution of the United
Stlv-.
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siudent’s home and that offers the courses of study
pursued by the student.® Subsequent to its enact-
ment, the Departments of Justice and HEW deter-
mined that interpreting the Byrd amendment to limit
the transportation of students to preciude HEW from
taking necessary action to desegregate schools could
riot be constitutionally reconciled with the Title VI
prohibition against discrimin~tion by recipients of
Federal funds. Rather, the bird amendment was
interpreted to apply solely to the transportation of
students under a remiedial plan, as opposed to the
original assignment plan, thus empowcring HEW to
continue to withhold funds from segregated districts
hb o unent plas

With sCon o wileging that the position of
HEW and the Department of Justice distorted the
legislative intent of the Byrd provision, Congress
passed an antibusing amendment to the FY ’78
Labor-HEW Appropriations Act, frequently referred
to as the Eagleton-Biden amendment.? This amend-
ment, introduced by Senators Thomas F. Eagleton of
Missouri and Joseph R. Biden of Delaware, forbids
HEW to require, directly or indirectly, the transport-
ing of any student to paired or clustered schools. Its
effect is to prohibit the termination of administrative
{unds in desegregation cases in which compliance
with Title VI would require transportation of
students beyond their neighborhood school. In such
an instance, HEW is prohibited from proceeding to
compel compliance and must refer the case to the
Justice Department for suit.

This Commission opposed the Eagleton-Biden
amendment, arguing that its adoption would impair
the effectiveness of Title VI by denying to the
Federal Government the important administrative
remedy of cutting off Federal funds to unconstitu-
tionally segregated schools.®2 Moreover, the Commuis-
sion expressed grave concern that the net result of

EEEE T

3 The Byrd amendment was adopted as part of the Labor-HEW Appropria-
tions Act. 1976. Pub. L. No. 94-206, §209. 90 Stat. 22 (1976); reenacted as
Labor-HEW Appropriations Act, 1977, Pub. L. No. 94-439, §208, 90 Stat.
1434 (1977).

¢ Griffin Bell. Attorney General, letter to Joseph A. Califano, Secretary of
HEW, May 25, 1977. See also memorandum for the Attorney General,
prepared by Assistant Attorney General Drew Days 11, found at 123 Cong.
Rec. S10908 (daily ed. June 28, 1977).

7 The Eagleton-Biden amendment was a provision added in Senale
committee to H.R. 7555, a bill providing ap&roprialions for the Department
of Labor and HEW f0r fiscal year 1978. Both the Senate and the subsequent
conference committee retained the amendment. The Eagleton-Biden
language was enacted into law as part of H.J. Res. 662, a resolution making
continuing appropriations for fiscal ycar 1978, HJ. Res. 662 incorporated

by reference the provisions of the Conference Report to H.R. 7555. It can be .

found at Pub. L. No. 95-205, §101. 91 Stat. 1460 (1977). See also H.R. 7555,
$208. Senate version. The Eagleton-Biden amendment provides:
None of the funds contained in this Act [HEW's Appropriations)

the enactment of Eagleton-Biden would be an actual
violation, on the part of the Federal Government, of
the fifth amendment and Title V1.2 A situation could
arise ‘where the Department of Justice lacked the
necessary resources to meet the increased burden of
litigation resulting from the denial of the fund
termination remedy. Thus, without an effective
administrative remedy by HEW and without the
necessary staff and resources by the Justice Depart-
ment i~ compel compliance through the courts, the
Federal Government could find itself in the position
of funding and supportire e titw

Criminat. ndoce e e « hide Vi and the

fifth amendment.

Despite these and other objections, the Congress -

adopted and the President signed into law the FY '78
Labor-HEW appropriations bill containing the Ea-
gleton-Biden amendment. In signing the measure,
President Carter acknowledged that the funding
limitations imposed by the Eagleton-Biden amend-
ment “may raise new and vexing constitutional
questions, adding further complexities to an already
complex area of the law.”10

In May 1978, this Comimission wrote to President
Carter reiterating its concern that although the
Eagleton-Biden amendment had become law, the
Congress had neither authorized the Justice Depart-
ment to hire staff nor appropriated the additional
resources necessary to litigate thé school desegrega-
tion cases referred to it by HEW. Once again, the
President was urged by the Commission to act to
ensure that the implementation of the Eagleton-
Biden prohibition would not result in the unconstitu-
tional support of discriminatory programs.!!

A suit challenging the censtitutionality of the Esch
and Eagleton-Biden amendments was brought in the
United States District Court for the District of
Columbia on behalf of a group of public school

shall be used to require, directly or indirectly, the transportation of
any student to a school other than the school which is neagest the
student’s home, except for a student r>quiring special education, in
order to comply with Title V1 of-the Civil Rights Act of 1964. For the
" purposes of this' section an indirect requirement of transportation of
students includes the transportation of students to carry out 2 plan
mvolvmg the reorganization or the grade structure of schools, the
pairing of schools, or the clustering of schools, or any combination of
grade restructuring, pairing or clustering. The prohibition described
in this section dot. -t include the establishment of magnet schools.
¢ Arthur S. Flemming, Chairman, U.S. Commission on Civil Rights,
testimony before Senate Judiciary Committee, 95th Cong., 15t sess., July 27,
1977.
? Arthur S. Flemming, Chairman, U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, letter
to President Carter, May 16, 1978,

10 13 Weekiy Comp. of Pres. Doc., 18331840 (Dec. 9, 1977).
n Hemmmg letter to President Carter, May 16, 1978.
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students who attended schools receiving Federal
support.1? The plaintiffs, represented by leading civil
rights advocates, alleged that the Esch and Eagleton-
Biden provisions were unccastitutional on their face
as they veere “desegregation-inhibiting measures that
will inevitably bring the Federal Government into a
position of having to support segregated educationa!
systems.”13

However, Judge John J. Sirica held that neither th-
Esch nor the Fagletor Bt gl Cier o,
A inué chis umqusion,
e wourt noted two avenues through which HEW
could secure compliance with Title VI by recipients
of Federal funds:

ot RITRIN . 1o

First, through the decision of the Secretary of
HEW to terminate funding after a hearing on
the record and administrative appeal; second,
through referral to the Department of Justice of
cases evidencing a violation of Title V.14

Only the first enforcement option is affecied by the
Esch and Eagleton-Biden amendments. The second
litigation option still remains.

The court stated, “Significantly, nothing in the

Esch and Eagleton-Biden amendments prevents’
'HEW from pursuing the referral alternative in cases. .
where. in the agency's judgement, transportation

remedies are warranted.”?5 Although the couirt held
that the Esch and Eagleton-Biden amendments were
not unconstitutional on their face, it left open the
possibility of subsequent court challenges that the
amendments were unconstitutional as applied.!s It
may be noted that language similar to that of the
Eagleton-Biden amendment was included in the FY
"79 Labor-HEW Appropriations Act.

Recent Congressional Legislation
School desegregation has been the subject of
numerous measures introduced during the past 2

years. Much of the legislation sought to.prevent

Federal agencies from directing, permitting, or
withholding funds for the purpose of requiring or
encouraging the use of transportation for desegrega-
tion of schools. Some of the legislation sought to

'3 Brown v. Califano, No. 75-1068 (5.0.C.. July 17, 1978) (order denying
motion for declaratory and injunctive relief).

Noid at2, :

1 /d at 4 (citing to 45 C.F.R. §§80.8-10 (1977).

5 1d at 5. o

'8 Jd at 12-13: Judge John Sirica noted: “Should further proceedings in

this case reveal that the litigation option left undisturbed by these provisions

cannot, or will not, {original emphasis] be made into a workable instrument
for effecting equal educational opportunities, the Court will entertain a
renewed chalienge by plaintiffs on an as applied basis.” .

10

limit the courts’ ability to impose the use of
transportation as a desegregation reredy and to
restrict the use of affirmative action in the placement
of teachers and other school personnel.

Senator Jesse A. Helms of North Carolina intro-
duced S. 2017, the “Freedom - “hoice ir Fducation
Act.’17 Its purpose was -« - o e

I egrep.- N Ve

.«. ‘6 o o oa uniary school
system; 18 (2) providing objective standaids for
statewide postsecondary educational systems; and
(3) relieving the congestion of conrt calendars by
providing for the release of Federal jurisdiction over
desegregated public schools and Statewide postse-
condary educatior: systems. The bill called for a jury
determination as to whether a public elementary or
secondary school system meets the definition of a
unitary school system. Once this jury finding was
made, the bill provided that the Federal courts would
not have jurisdiction and HEW would not have the
authority to urder: (1) the assignment of students, (2)
the assignment of faculty or administrative staff, (3)
the expenditure of funds for construction or mainte-
nance, or (4) regarding_the accreditation .of any
institution within the system.!? After a school district
hag operated a, unitary school system for a minimum
of one school year, the system would be released
from the jurisdiction of the Federal district court or
appeals court in mat.:rs relating to desegregation. S,
2017 died when the Congress adjourned in October
1978, e

H.R. 392 was proposed by Representative Mar-
Jorie S. Holt of Maryland. It would have eliminated
the jurisdiction of any United States court to require *
that pupils be assigned to particular schools on the
basis of their race, sex, religion, or national origin.
The bill also would hzve prohibited the withholding
of Federal financial assistance to induce the assign-
ment of pupils to a particular school on the same
basis.2® H.R. 392 died in committee when the 95th
Cougress adjourned.
1S 2017, 95th Cong, Ist sess., 123 Cong. Rec. 13733 (Aug. 4, 1977).

!8 A unitary school system was referred to in Green v. County School
Boafd as & “system in which racial discrimination would be eliminated root
and branch.” 391 U.S. 430, 438 (1968).

19 123 Cong. Rec. §13730 (daily ed. Aug. 4, 1977)» (Remark. of Sen. Helms

upan the introduction of 8. 2017). .
2 H.R. 392,95th Cong., ist sess., 123 Cong. Rec. Hi91 (Jan. 6, 1977).
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Other Legislation
Representative James M. Coll

an antibusing amendment - R s

authorizing appropriations i

Justice f “isca’ vear 1979. T me "

Fored

Neoaus o norized to be approp:aed Gy thiy
Act shall be used to bring any sort of action to

require’directly or indirectly the transportation .

of any student to a school other than the school
which is nearest the student’s home, except for a
student requiring special education as a result of
being mentally or physicaily handicapped.?!

If ultimately adopted and enacted into law, the
Collins amendment would have been subject to
constitutional challenge. Given the reasoning offered
by Judge Sirica in Brown y. Califano, the Collins
amendment might well have been unconstitutional,
as it would have denied the remedy of litigation to
enforce Title VI aid left no other means to enforce
its provisions.22 On October 14, 1978, however, a
House and Senate conference committee eliminated
the Collins amendment from the Justice Depart-
ment’s 1979 appropriations bill, which it approved on
that date.z3 ‘ -

Senators William V. Roth and Joseph-R. Biden, -

Jr., of Delaware introduced S. 1651, a bill dealing
with the jurisdiction of Federal courts and the
standards to be applied by those courts-in formulat-
ing remedies: 24

S. 1651 prohibits Federal courts from ordering
the transportation of students on tue basis of
race, color or national origin unless the court
finds that a discriminatory purpose in education
was a principal motivating factor in the constitu-
tional violation by the schools. If: this purpose is
found, S. 1651 requires the busing to Be_ imited
to that which is reasonably necessary to adjust
the student composition to what it would have
been had the constitutional violation not oc-
curred.?s

In introducing the measure, which was reported to

" the Senate for consideration by the Senate Judiciary

Committee on September 21, 1977, Senator Roth

21 124 Cong. Rec. H7403 (daily ed. July 26, 1978). .

22 124 Cong. Rec. H13020 (daily ed. Oct. 14, 1978); Congressional
Quarterly Weekly Report. Oct. 21, 1978, p. 3053.

23 Brown v. Califano. No. 75-1068 (D.D.C.. July 17, 1978) (order denying
motion for declaratory and injunctive relief). ~

245, 1651, 95th Cong. 2d sess., 123 Cong. Rec. §9227 (daily ed. June 9,
1977). .

23 “Transportation as a Remedy in School Desegregation,” S. Rep. No. 95-

443,95th Cong.. Ist sess., 17-18 (1977).

said that it was arafted to accomplish two objectives:

s constitutionai: second, it should
i.v 2d busing «rthont sacriﬁcing
<twypation 0 4w e ation In our
*  “his Con-nission <sxerved that
fron: estabhr. ¢ Supreme

“first it ~h-
mihimiz -
progress <.
public w n.~
the measw
Court preceae-

The deviation in one direction would have dimin-
ished the naturs and extent of the constitutional
violation of scriool segregation, thereby reducing the
need for student transportation. Attorney General
Griffin Bell, in a letter to Judiciary Committee
Chairman James Eastland, said:

Aevidrer

The subject of school desegregation, and the
construction of remedies necessary to secure the

* constitutional rights of school children, is a
subject which is of national significance. The
Court’s recent actior: in the Dayton case pro-
vides an important guide for lower courts to
follow, and attempts to clarify several issues in
tus area. In the view of this Department, the
enactment of this legislation would, without
adding significant substance to already existing
legal standards, unnecessarily and detrimentally
complicate the area of school desegregation,
generate unnecessary litigation, and unconstitu-
tionally delay, in some in.tances, the vindication - --
of constitutional rights. Accordingly, we oppose
the enactment of the bill.?8

The White House press secretary said of S. 1651:

The President. . .concurs with the Attorne
General. He does not support the bill. He
believes the bill is (1) unnecessary and undesir-
able because recent Supreme Court decisions,
particularly Dayton, achieve substantially the
goals the bill seeks to achieve. (2) also, the bill’s
attempt to codify the decisions has ambiguities
“whick_will create unnecessary delays in the
desegregation process. This is .based on an
opinioni from the Attorney General with which
the President concurs.?® o

Another potentially important school desegrega-
tion measure was introduced by Representative
Robert S. Walker of Pennsylvania and defeated in
1977. The Walker amendment would have prohibited

26 123 Cong. Rec. 59227 (daily ed. June 9, 1977) (remarks of Senator Roth
upon introducing S. 1651). .
21 U S.. Commission on Civil Rights, memorandum on S. 1651, Aug. 4,
1977.

8 Griffin Bell, Attoney General, letter to Senator James Eastland, July
1977, as cited in S. Rep. 95-443, 95th Cong,. Ist sess. 24 (Sept. 21, 1977).

¥ Statement from the White House as cited in Senate Report No. 95-443,
95th Cong. Ist sess. 4 (1977).
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HEW from ordering the use of any ratio, quota, or
numerical ~=/iirern~nt in education matters, even if
the Departrr * found that a recipient discriminated
against femz - 1 n - es. It drew no distinction
between the types of remedies that could be used to
correct proven discrimir-ation as opposed to affirma-

tive action measures undertaken voluntarily where.

there may not have been any such proof. Reintro-
duced in June 1978 as an amendment to the FY '79
appropriations for the Department cof Labcr and
HEW, it was deleted from that bill by a House-
Senate conference committee in mid-October 1978.30

In Augnst 1978, the Senate debated legislation to
extend the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
for the next 5 years. The act provides Federal aid for
disadvantaged children and school &istricts. Senators
Roth and Biden introduced an amendment to this
legislation that would have directly affected desegre-
gation by forbidding Federal judges from ordering
pupil transportation unless there was evidence of
intentional discrimination. Senators on both sides of
the issue called the amendment the most far-reaching
antibusing measure to receive serious consideration
ia the Senate, but some pointed out that it was
probably unconstitutional. The amendment was
tabled, thus killing it, at least for the present.3!

The 95th Congress also considered tuition tax
credit legislation that could have had an important,
though indirect, bearing on school desegregation
efforts. The purpose of such legislation was to grant
tax relief for tuition paid by parents whose children
attend public or private colleges and private-elemen-
tary, secondary, or vocational schools. The bills that
were introduced varied in the level and kind (public
or private) of education to which the credit would be
applied and in the amount of credit allowed.

3 The amendment is found at 124 Cong. Rec. HS37 (daily ed. June 13,
1978) and provides: ) ¢
No part of any appropriations contained in this Act may be obligated

or expended in connection with the issuance, implementation, or
enforcement: of any rule, regulation, standard, guideline, recommen-

dation. or order which includes any ratio, quota, or other numerical

requirement related to race, creed, :olor, national origin, or sex and
which requires any individual or entity to take any action with
respect to (1) the hiring or promotion policies or practices of such
individual or entity; or (2) the admissions policies or practices of such
individual or entity.
According to the Department of Justice, the Walker amendment “is not
necessitated by, or even consistent with the Supreme Court decision in
Regents of the University of California v. Bakke™ and “could significantly
undercut the Federal civil nights enforcement effort.” Benjamin R. Civilett,
Acting Attorney General, letter to Senator Warren G. Magnuson, July 14,
1978. '
31124 Cong. Rec. S14079-14094 (daily ed. Aug. 23, 1978).
32 124 Cong. Rec. H4799 (daily ed: June 1, 1978). The credits would rise to

12

Both the 'House and Senate approved tuition tax
credit legisiation, though different in provision. The
House version, H.R. 12050, adopted Juae 1, 1978,
provided a tax credit of up to $100 for each college
student and $50 for private elementary and secon-
dary school students.32

The Commission opposeéd this measure on the
grounds that “it would unconstitutionally subsidize
private schools which have been established to
circumvent the desegregation of public schools.”#

The Senate.version permitted a credit of 50 percent
of tuition and fees, with a maximum credit of $250
($500 as of October 1, 1980), for each child attending
college or a postsecondary vocational schooi.3* The
Senate specifically rejected ianguage that would have
extended the tax credit for attendance at private
elementary and secondary schools.3% Such legisiation
involves the constitutional auestion of whether it
violates the first amendment’s requirement of separa-
tion of church and State.38 In any event, the final tax
legislation that Congress passed in mid-October 1978
con‘ained no tuition tax credits.37

The issue of school desegregation, particularly the
role of pupii transportation, has provoked sharp and
prolonged debate' in Congress in recent years.
Numerous Members of Congress have consistently
opposed legislation to limit desegregation efforts.
Congressman Edward R. Roybal of California
objected to an antibusing amendment on the grounds
that “passage of the amendment would, in effect,
move us a long way toward répealing Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, particularly as it applies, to
education.”38 Congressman Parren S. Mitchell :of
Maryland, Chairman of the Congressional Black
Caucus, stating -his objection to an antibusing
measure, said, “I oppose this [Mottl] amendment, of
$150 in 1979 and $250 in 1980 for college students and $100 in each year for
private elementary and secondary students.

33 Arthur S. Flemming, Chairman, U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, letter

o Congresswoman Shirley Chisholm, May 16, 1978. The Commission

further stated: '
Enactment of legislation authorizing tax credits for tuition paid to
private elementary afd secondary schools which are recognized as
tax-exempt organizations under the Internal Revenue Code would
“effectively increase Federal support of school segregation in direct
violation of the Constitution.

3 124 Cong. Rec. 513387 (daily ed. Aug. 15, 1978). College students filing

their own tax returns could claim the credit for themselves.

33 124 Cong. Rec. 513359 (daily ed. Aug. 15,1978). + - -

%S, Rep. 95-1265 (Oct. 2, 1978); H. Rep. 95-1682 (Oct. 3, 1978).

37 124 Cong. Rec. S19141-19144 (daily ed. Oct. 14, 1978).

38 123 Cong, Rec. H6048 (daily ed. June 16, 1977) (Remarks of Rep. Roybal

or the Mottl Amendment to H.R. 7555, Labor-HEW Appropriations bill for
fiscal year 1978). ’ i
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course, but this IS un excellent time to let 25 million
Black Americans know thmg; bave not. changed.”3°

* Senator Warren G. Magnuson of Washington_
opposed an antibusing amendment proposed by

. Senator Helms on the grounds that “it goes way too

far, and it would probably sto HEW from keeping
any kind of records at all in ordkr that they might do
what Congres: and tht courts have told them to do,
enforce the civil nghts legislatipn.”+¢

This Commission is disturbed about the recent
direction of Congress in the area of school desegrega-
tion. The Commission opposed the Esch, Byrd, and
Eagleton-Biden amendments, which the Congress
approved, as it has consistently opposed all legisla-
tion, including proposed constitutional amendments,

that are designed to weaken in any way the rights of-

citizens under theJ4th amendment of the Constitu-
tion as interpreted by the Supreme Court :n Brown. 4!
Further, the Commission reiterates its concern over

% 123 Cong. Rec. H6050 (daily ed. Junc 16, 1977).

4 124 Cong. Rec. S10885 (daily ed. June 16, 1977).

*! Arthur S. Flemming, Chairman, U.S. Commnission on Civil Rights, letter
10 Senator Hubert Humphrey. Sept. 23, 1973,

42 See U.S., Commission on Civil Rights, The State of Civil Rights: 1977
(1978). p. 2.

4
the tendency of Congress to deal with major, ’
substantive issues involving fun”amental constitu-
uonal rights by attaching riders to appropriations
bills. This practice Geprives substa: tive congressional
committees of thorough deliberations of such issues
and is inappropriate for discussing mattgrs of such
importance.4?

In enacting the Esch, Byrd, and Eagleion- -Biden
amendments, the legislative branch has undermined
the ability of the executive and judicial branches to
guarantee the Nation’s children and young people
their constitutional rights. It has thus acted against
widely accepted civil rights goals and contributed to
a lessening of the national will with respect to equal
rights in the vital area of public education. As the
Commission testified, “S. 1651 is but one in a series
of congressional proposals and enactments which
threaten to reverse the Nation’s progress in achieving
equal edugational opportunity for all children.”43
4 Arthur S. Flemming, Chairman, U.S. Commission on Civil Rights,
testimony before Senate Judiciary Committee, ¥5th Cong,, Ist sess., July 22,

1977. The proposal died in committee when the Congress adjourned in
October 1978.



Chapter 3 |

The Department of Health,
and School qesegregation

Article II of the Con:titut:on of thie United States
reads in part, “The Execytivc puwer shall be vested
in a President of the United States of America.” The
Department of Health, \Education, and Welfare
(HEW), created in 1953, is the largest of 12
executive departments. Its mission is to promote the
health of all Americans;. ensure equal access to
quality educétion, and support ;a variety of human
services programs 2

In the assignment of civil rights responsibilities,

HEW., through its Office for Civi! Rights (OCR), is

the Federal agency with primary responsibility for
ensuring equal educational opportunity fr all
students in the Nation's public schools.3 This section
reviews recent developments concerning HEW’s
school desegregation enforcement effort, presents a
brief analysis of the latest HEW data on school
desegregation, and discusses HEW's enforcement of
bilingual education rights.

Desegregation Enforcement

The Federal Government’s principal tool to
" enforce desegregation of elementary and secondary
schools is Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.4
Under Tite VI, the Office for Civil Rights is
responsible for monitoring federally-funded public
elementary and secondary school districts, eliminat-
ing all vestiges of unlawful discrimination, and
ensuring equal educational opportunities.> This
responsibility is carried out through surveying schodl
1 Reorganization Plan of 1953 67 Stat. 631 (1953), reprinted in 42 U.S.C.
§3501, note {1970). . ,
! U.S.. Department of Health. Education, and Welfare, This /s HEW
(1978). pp. 1-12. .
3 Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title V1. 42 U.S.C. §2000d-d6 (1970). Title VI
prohibits discrimination based on race, color. or national origin in federally-

assisted programs. :
¢ Ibid.

14 /

Education, and Welfare

districts and individua: schools annually or biannual-
ly, conducting compliance reviews cf school districts,
investigating individua! complaints, negotiating cor-
rective actiop, and bringing fund termination pro-
ceedings against noncomplying districts. _

Snortly after taking office in January 1977,
President Carter laid the groundwork for increased
Federal efforts to assure equal educational opporta-
nity when he told HEW employees:

I'm committed. . .to complete equality of op-
portunity in our Nation, to the elimination of
discrimination in our schools, and to the rigid
enforcement of all Federal laws. There will
never be any attempt made while I'm Presidet
to weaken the. . .provisions of the great civil
rightsacts. . . .7 -

In the same week, 'EW 'Sécreta:y Joseph' Celifano,’
Jr, spoke of “rekindling the commitment of the
Department. . .to- forceful and fair enforcement of
the civil rights laws.”8 He specifically warned schools
that “to ensure compliance. . .we will order funds
cutoffs if we must.”® , ’

In March 1977 the General Accounting Office
(GAO) reported that numerous problems hampered
OCR’s Title VI enforcement effort. These included:

lack of a comprehensive and reliable manage-
ment information system; lack of uniform policy

) guidelines and compliance standards; failure to
etermine job skills and knowledge required for

. effective staff performance; absence ‘of uniform

3 US. Department of Health, Education. ‘and Welfare, Office of the
Secretary, Office for Civil Rights, “Statement of Organization, Functions,
and Delegations of Authority.” 42 Fed. Reg. 31647 (1977).

¢ Ibid,, pp: 31648-31652.

7 13 Weekly Comp. of Pres. Doc. 200,203 (Feb. 16, 1977).

8 Joscph A. Califano, Jr., Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
HEW news release, Feb. 17, 1977.

® Ibid.

25
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criteria for allocating staff resources among
enforcement activities; lack of coordination
beiween OCR and program agencies; and
limited communication between headquarters
and regional offices.10 .

One year later, the OCR Director reported that
considerable progress had been made. Among those
initiatives reported by OCR are improvements in
personnel training and evaluation; an increase in the
complaint closure rate per investigator, from around
4 complaints per year to 12; and an increased
number and variety of Title VI compliance reviews.!!
The Deputy Director maintained that those manage-
ment and program deficic:ies that remain are due
in part to the fact that the “last administration did
not put adequate resources into OCR.”12

Recent congressional limitation of HEW's dengrc-
gation authority is another obstacle to effective
enforcemient “of Title VI. As noted, the Carter
administration interpreted the Byrd amendment!3 as
permitting desegregation remedies that included

paired and. clustered schools. The Justice Depart--

ment agreed witk HEW’s judgment that the Byrd
amendment aliowed HEW to require student trans-
portation to paired and clustered schools,!4 tech-
niques often used successfully to desegregate. How-
ever, enactment of the Eagleton-Biden amendment1®
now prevents HEW from requiring student transpor-
tation where it is ‘the only remaining means to
eliminate racially .segregated schools. This amend-
19 Elmer B. Staats, Comptroller General of the Unitéd States, letter to
Senator Birch Bayh. Mar. 30, 1977. pp. 4-11. Similar findings were reported
carlier in U.S. Commission on Civil Rights. The Federal Civil Righis
Enforcement Effor1—M74; To Ensure Equal Educational Opportunity (Jann-
ary 1975).pp. 356-62.

! David S. Tatel. Director. Office for Civil Rights. U.S. Department of

Health, Education, and Welfare. OCR/HEW. letter to Arthur S. Flemming,
Chairman. U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Sept. 12, 1978, pp. 1-2

(hereafler cited as Tatel Letter). This letter emphasized that “between 1970

and 1978 only a minimum number of Title Vi compliance saviews were
accomplished. and most of these were in connection with Emergency School
Aid Act (ESAA) applications. Most OCR resources were concentrated on
complaint investigation.” (Tatel Letter, p. 4.) ) .

2 Cynthia Brown. Deputy Director, OCR/ HEW, interview in Washington,
D.C.. Apr. 3. 1978. Similar sentiments were expressed by OCR Director
Talel: “A major obstacle to effective civil rghts enforcement by this
Department has been the failure of past ad:ainistrations to 1aake and
digs;gminate policy interpreting the law.s we enforce.” HEW News, Apr. 27,
1978,

13 Labor-HEW Appropriations Act, 1976, Pub. L. No. 94-206, §209, 90
Stat. 22(1976). reenacted in 1977, Pub. L. No. 94-439, §208, 90 Stat.
14341977). . )

14 Griffin Bell, Attorney General. letter to Joseph A. Califano, Secretary,
Department of Health: Educatior, and Welfare, May 25, 1977.

© 15 Pub. L. No. 95-205, §101, 91 Stat. 1460 (1977). See also H.R. 7555,
" §208. Senate version. Section 208(b) reads: “None of the funds contained in

this Act shall be used to require, directly or indirectly, the iransportation of
any student to a school other than the school which, prior io any action afier

. September 30. 1976, involving the merging, clustering, or pairing of said

school with any other school, was nearest the student’s home, and which

ment nct only interferes with HEW’s legislated
obligation under-Title VI, but it also undermines
HEW’s constitation.] obligation not to fund discrim-
inatory programs or practices.18

OCR Director David Tatel has pointed out that, as
a result of such congressional restricticns, school
segregation “remedies are limited and our ability to
deal with these problems has been curtailed.”'? In
fact, OCR officials contend that desegregation cases
begun in the North and West now have “no chance
for completion” by HEW in light of the Eagleton-
Biden amendment.!® Three current cases, involving
school districts where HEW had determined that
student transportation was required to fully desegre-
gate the schools, Liave alrtady been refr.ted to the
Justice Department in an effort to achieve through
litigation what HEW cannot do through administra-
tive action.!® One other case in which a school
district has refused to develop an adequate desegre-
gation plan is now -likely to be referred to the

. Department of Justice.20

The Department of Justice filed suit in the first of
these three cases, Marion County,. Florida, referred
by HEW as a result of the Eagleton-Biden amend-
ment. Although Federal District Court Judge Charles
Scott found “‘prima facie evidence of vestigial, dnal
education systems,”?! he dismissed the case in
August 1978. He ruled that neither HEW nor DOJ.
has the right under Title- VI to ‘enforce through

offers the courses of study pursued by such student in order to comply with
Title V1 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.”

16 The principle that Federal funding of discriminatory activities is
unconstitutional is based on the fifth amendment and has been established
in: Hills v. Gauntreaux, 425 U.S. 284, 289 (1976); Coope- v. Aaron, 358 U.S.
1, 19 (1958); Simpkins v. Moses H. Cone Memorial H spital, 323 F. 2d 959,
979 (4th Cir., 1963), ceri. denied 376 U.S. 938 (1964)- reen v. Connally, 330
F. Supp. 1150, 1164 (D.D.C. 1971) aff'd sub nom C"..t v. Green, 404 U.S. 997
(1971). See also, United States Commission or. Civil Rights, letier to the
President, May 16,1978, which reiterated an earlier recommendation that
the President request additional staff resources to meet the litigation burden
imposed upon it by the amendment. The Commission also urged the
President to “exercise the independent authority of the executive branch to
withhold funds from any schoo! district which escapes-action as a result of
lack®f resources in the Department of Jusiice.”

37 New York Times, May 21, 1978,p.50. -

18 Cynthia Brown, Deputy Director, and Lloyd Henderson, Chief, Division
of Technical Review and' Assistance, R/HEW, joint interview yin
Washington, D.C., Apr. 3, 1978 (hereafter cited as Brown and Henderson
Interview). . .

19 The school districts are [arion County, Fla,, Flint, Mich., and Big
Springs, Tex, Mariea Cromer, administrative assistant to Cynthia Brown,
OCR, telephone interview, Nov. 7, 1978.

20 The school district is Marshall, Tex. A secoag case, involving alleged
discrimination against minority teachers in Camden Co., Ga,, is also likely
to be referred to the Department of Justice, (Cromer Interview, Nov. 7,
1978.) . .

21 United States v. Marion County School District, No. 78-22-(M.D.

* Florida, Aug. 11, 1978), p. 27 (order granting defendant’s motion to

dismiss).
Al
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litigation nondiscrimination assurances made by the
school district.22 The Justice Department appealed
this decision in early October.23

Less than one month before this decision, Federal
District Court Judge John Sirica upheld the constitu-
tionality of both the Eagleton-Biden amendment and
the Esch amendment.4 In his decision, Judge Sirica
placed heavy emphasis on the litigation alternative as
a viable means to obtain compliance with Title V1.25
He indicated his willingness to reconsider his
decision “[s]hould further proceedings in this case
reveal that the litigation option left undisturbed by
these provisions cannot, or will not, be made into a
workable instrument for effecting equal educational
opportunities.”?6  Plaintiffs have appealed Judge
Sirica’s decision.??

OCR Under Court Order

As a result of the settlements in December 1977
and Janbary 1978 of three longstanding lawsuits?8
that charged HEW with inadequate enforcement of
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Title IX
of the Education Amendments of 1972,2° that
enforcement effort is now monitored closely by the
U.S. district court. The settlement order expands
upon the balanced compliance program proposed by
OCR in its Annual Operating Plan for FY 1977
whereby 55 percent of its Title VI and Title IX
enforcement resources are directed to complaint
processing and 45 percent to compliance reviews.30

_The order established a 2-year transition period
-(fiscal years 1978 and 1979) during which more than
".3.000 backlogged individual complaints must be

resolved, provided that Congress appropriates funds
for the additional 898 staff positions called for in the
order. In addition to requiring a more systematic

2 Id, pp.3.4.28. .

33 Notice of appeal was filed in the district court, Oct. 6, 1978. Howard L.
Feinstein. attorney. education section, Civil Rights Division, U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice, telephone interview, Oct. 5, 1978.

3¢ Brown v. Califano, No. 75-1068 (D.D.C., July 17. 1978) (order denying
motion for declaratory and injunctive relief). For a full discussion of both
amendments at issue in this case, sec chapter 2.

¥ ld, pp.4-6,9-12.

3 1d,p.12.

27 Brown v. Califano, No. 75-1068 (D.D.C., )uly 17, 1978), appeal docketed,

No. 78-1864 (D.C. Cir. Sept. 6, 1978).

% Adams v. Richardson, 356 F. Supp. 92 (D,D.C. 1973), modified and aff'd,
480 F.2d 1159 (D.D.C. Cir. 1973); further relief granted sub nom. Adams v.
Califano, 430 F. Supp. 118 (D.D.C. 1977). Consent order issued, Dec. 29,
1977. Brown v. Califano, No. 75-1068 (D.D.C. Jan. 10, 1978). Women's
Equity Action League v. Califano. No. 74-1720 (D.D.C, Dec. 29, 1977). The
Adams suit was filed on Oct. 19, 1970; Brown on July 3, 1975; and Women's
Equity Action League on Nov. 26, 1974.

™ Education Amendments of 1972, Title X, 20 U.S.C. §1681 er seq. (Supp.
IV, 1974). Title IX_ prohibits sex discrimination in federally-assisted
programs.
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complaint handling process, the order also called for
more frequent Title VI compliance reviews in
elementary, secondary, and higher education.

So that OCR could eliminate the substantial
complaint backlog and more efficiently carry out its
cwvil rights enforcement responsibilities, the Carter
administration asked Congress to fund an additional
898 OCR positions. The terms of the Adams
settlement order requiring specific eaforcement
achievements were based, in part, on OCR’s acquisi-
tion of at least 898 new positions.3! During the
summer of 1978, the Congress approved a supple-
mental appropriations bill for FY' 1978 that funds
half of these positions.3? In October 1978 the
Congress approved the Labor-HEW appropriations
bill for FY 1979, which includes funds for the other
449 OCR positions.33

OCR officials report that there are ‘“troubles
processing complaints within the time frames of the
Adams agreement.”3% The .ourt order established
strict time limits for the various stages of complaint
handling.33 HEW officials note that these time
frames are not being met in all cases, primarily
because complaint investigations generate policy
questions that must be decided in Washington.36 The
subsequent délays in processing complaint cases

" have been and remain a major hindrance to an

effective enforcement program. It was not until
September 197/ that OCR established an office with

“the specific mission to develop policy on civil rights

enforcement questions as they arise.37 Another cause

- for delay reported by OCR's regional investigators is

that school districts are having difficulty providiug
all requested information in the course of complaint
investigation.38 The court order does recognize that
such difficulties as well as inadequate staffing of

30 Adams v. Califano, No. 3095-70 (D.D.C. Dec. 29, 1977), referring to
HEW Annual Operating Plan for FY 1977, 42 Fed. Reg. 39824 (1977).

3! Adams v. Califano, No. 3095-70 (D.D.C. Dec. 29, 1977), at 2-3.

32 HR. 13467, 95th Cong., 2nd sess., 124 Cang. Rec. H1284 (1978).

33 H.R. 12929, 95th Cong., 2d sess, 124 Cong. Rec. H12499-12500,
S18857-18858 (1978). President Carter signed the bill, now Public Law 95—
480, on Oct. 18, 1978. A

3 Brown and Henderson Interview. ‘

35 Adams Order, pp. 13-14. The time limits for complaint handling are as
follows: intake-—15 days, plus 120 days to complete the complaint if initial
information is inadequate; inv.stigation and analysis—90 days; negotiatiqn
to secure corrective action—90 days; and commencement of enforcement
action—30 days. .

3 Brown and Henderson Interview. .

37 Cynt'‘a Brown, Deputy Director, OCR/HEW. letter to William T.
White, Jr., Assistant Swff Director, U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, June
27, 1978, tab C, p. 16 (hereafer cited as Brown Letter). OCR plans to release
two policy memoranda on discipline during FY 79, one on vocational
education and one on special purpose schools. (Brown Letter, p. 4.)

3% Brown and Henderson Interview.

o L
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OCR may prevent clearing the complaint backlog by
September 30, 1979.

In early November 1977, OCRgeported 565 open
complaint cases under Title VI in elementary and
secondary education—252 involved students and 313
involved employment of " teachers or administra-
tors.3% Ahhough 885 complaint cases were closed
during fiscal year 1978, OCR received 886 new' Title
VI complaints. Of those 885 complaints closed,
remedial action was taken in 166.40

OCR officials report steady progress in meeting
the requirements of the court settlement with regard
to the number and timeliness of compliance re-
views.*! The court order required that OCR develop
a balanced compliance review program that would
be geographically well-dispersed, would cover stu-
dent and employment programs and practices, would

include student class assignment discrimination in

large school districts, and would review bilingual
education programs in proportion to local and

regional needs.*? Under OCR’s Annual Operating’

Plan for FY '78, the agency completed 638 compli-
ance reviews of school districts that applied for funds

under the Emergency School Aid Act.*3 An addition-
al 165 reviews in elementary and secondary educa-

tion were scheduled for fiscal year 1978. Of those
reviews, 151 were completed, resulting in letters of
findings of noncomphance in 98 cases.** More than
half of these reviews involved bllmgual education,
nearly one-fourth were carryover reviews from the
previous year, four focused on major city school
systems, four involved disciplinary practices, and
four covered State education agencies.45

OCR was unable to provide specific information
about Title VI compliance review activity during FY
1977 on the grounds “that reliable summary data do

3 From Nov. 7, 1977, data provided by Clark Leming, program analyst,
OCR/HEW. Of those 252 student complaints open on Nov. 7, 1977, 74
involved disciplinary measures, 34 alleged discriminatory treatment, 34
involved student assignment, and 21 charged unequal facilities or services.
4 From fiscal ye ir 1978 data provided by Clark Leming.

4! Brown and H nderson Interview.

42 ‘Adams Order pp. 15-16.

43 Education Ainendments of 1972, Title V11, Emergency School Aid Act.
20 US.C. §1681 er seq. This act provides funds for implementation of
voluntary and court-ordered schoo! desegregation plans. -

44 Mariea Cromer, telephone interview, Oct. 27, 1978.

43 U.S., Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office for Civil
Rights, fiscal year 1978, “Annual Operating Plan,” Federal Register, vol. 43,
no. 34, Feb. 17, 1978, p. 7055.

46 Brown Letter. p. 5.

47 From those 205 complaint cases closed by OCR during the 6-month
period Nov. 7, 1977, to May 3, 1978, there were 270 alleged instances of
discrirunatory treatment. Student complaints were resolved in their favor in
only 46 of 158 instances (a change rate of 29 percent), but of those 43 cases
where discriminatory disciplinary measures were alleged, 22 resolutions
supported the student complainant (a change rate of 51 percent). From case

not exist for that time period.”#® This admission
would appear to substantiate the GAO finding that
OCR has lacked a good management information
system. *

In November 1977, OCR took steps to correct this
deficiency, instituting a case disposition system to
monitor all case closures and compile data on how
certain issues arising in complaints or compliance
reviews are resolved. Reports received from regional
offices about case closures during FY 1978 have been
fully coded for computer input and the disposition
system is now in use. OCR expects this new system
and an improved case following system to provide
meaningful data that will allow an assessment of the
effectiveness of its national compliance program. For
instance, analysis of case disposition reports has
shown that a large number of complaints about
disciplinary practices have been resolved in favor of
the student complainant.4? OCR expects to provide
guidance 1qQ school districts by the end of fiscal year
1979 about their legal responsibilities and record-
keeping requirements associated with dxscxplmary
actions agannst students.48

Early in 1978 OCR announced that it would
survey only 6,000 of approximately 16,000 school
districts in the 1978-79 school year. Approximately
3,000 districts to be surveyed this year are of
particular interest to HEW because they are under
court order or HEW-approved desegregation plans
or because they are applicants for ESAA funds. The
other 3,000 districts were randomly selected. HEW
now plans to survey approximately 6,000 districts
every 2 years and projects that by school year 1982
83, every school district with more than 300 students
will have been surveyed at least once.4® Secretary
Califano stated that this “new survey achieves the
disposition reports received in Washington from OCR regional offices
during the period Nov. 7, 1977, to May 3, 1978, supplied by Clark Leming to
USCCR staff. See, also, U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Fulfilling the
Letter and Epirit of the Law: Desegregation of the Nation's Public Schools
(August 1976), pp. 255-69 for a discussion of the discipline issue in
desegregating school systems. “School administrators must recognize that
desegregation requires reevaluation of all school policies and procedures to
ensure that they do not have a discriminatory effect on minority children.
Discipline codes, the cultural standards on which they are based and
whether they are fair standards for all children, must be examined.”

48 John Jefferson, equal opportunity specialist, Office of Standards, Pclicy,
and Research, OCR/HEW, telephorie interview, Oct. 4, 1978.

® HEW News, Jan. 12, 1978. This limited survey of school districts’ civil
rights compliance was promoted in part by congressional pressure. The
Senate added an amendment to the FY 1978 Labor-HEW Appropriations
bill (H.R. 7555) that would have prohibited the use of funds by HEW to
conduct an elementary and secondary school survey in 1977-78. The House
bill did not contain such an amendmrat. The House-Senate conference

committee did not include that language in the final bill (House Report 95—
538) after assurances were received from HEW that no survey would be

17
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twin goals of ensuring the existence of a sufficient
factual base for enforcement of the various anti-
discrimination laws while avoiding undue burdens
on school officials.”20

This Commission hopes, that data collected by
these HEW surveys will be put to prompt and
effective use to detect and correct Title VI viola-
tions.>! Further, although the information collected
is regularly analyzed for internal compliance purpos-
es,52 such analyses are not always disseminated to
the public. The Office for Civil Rights is the only
Federal agency that regularly collects these enroll-
ment data, and it should be able to publish promptly
analyses of national trends in school desegregation
based on these data. Such comprehensive analyses,
released in a timely manner, would contribute to the
ability of Congress and other Federal, State, and
local officials to formulate constructive legislation
and policy in the fieid of school desegregation.

One question concerning HEW’s school desegre-
gation activiti=s is whether the Department will cut
off all' Federal funds to school systems unwilling to
comply with Title V1. Soon after taking- office,
Secretary Califano ordered a review of six desegrega-
tion cases in which terinination of Federal funds had
been ordered by an administrative law judge or the

Department’s reviewing authority.5? Although the

Secretary’s expressed purnose wos to determine
whether new facts in the cases justif.ed further delay
before fund cutoffs 'vere ordered, 1.¢ noted at the
time that “lengthy delays can undermune the purpose
of the civil rights laws and destroy confidence in the

conducted during the 1977-78 school year. Arthur Besner, congressional

liaison specialist. OCR/HEW, telephone interview. Aug. 28, 1978.

% 1bid..p. 3.

i According to OCR: )
The survey has been thoughtfully constructed to ensure adequate
data to be analyzed and used for targeting purposes close to the
projected compliance activity. Instead of collecting an excess of data,
much of whicﬁ would never be used for complignce targeting, the
Department has built upon its past experience in surveying school
districts to scientifically sample a selective portion of the OCR
universe. In addition. . .OCR will conduct a survey of over 4,000
special purpose facilities this fall. Tatel Letter, p. 4.

32 Howard Bennett,- Chief, Data Collections and Analysis Branch,

OCR/HEW, telephone interview, Oct. 30, 1978,

33 HEW News, Feb. 17, 1977. The six districts are Marshall Independent

School District, Texas: Marlin Independent School District, Texas; Uvatde

Independent Sciiool District, Texas; Sparkman School District No. 3,

Arkansas; Marion Schooi District No. 3, Arkansas: and Hughes School

District No. 27, Arkansas. -

> Ibid.

35 Ibid.

* Ruchard Slippen. Dyrector, Civil Rights Reviewing Authority, HEW,

telephone interview. Oct. 26, 1978.

57 Tatel Letter. p. 5. )

“* Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Title | funds are

generally used to support extra instructional J;rognms designed 1o give extra
- assistance (o students performing below grade level. 20 US.C. §241x, er seq.

(1970). .
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government’s will to enforce them.”? He declared
further that “cases that reach my desk for decision on
termination of fuuds because of discriminatory
practices will be acted upon swiftly.”5 Nearly 21
months later, however, only one of these six cases has
been settled, one is in Federal district court, one is
under further consideration by an administrative law
judge, and three remain before the Secretary for his
fund termination decision.3 OCR reports that
“Secretary Califano has ordered a reconsideration by
the Reviewiug Authority of its fund termination
recommendation in each case pending before him.”57
OCR officials report that fund termination action
against noncomplying school districts has not pro-
ceeded as expected because ESEA Title I58 funds
have been exempted from several termination ord-
ers.>® Those funds constitute the bulk of Federal
assistance in many districts with a high proportion of
educationally disadvantaged children. Secretary Cal-
ifano has indicated his preference for fund termina-
tion policies that will direct the punishment to the
violation and not needlessly injure students in
programs unrelated to the Title VI violation.80
This concera is understandable. No new policies,
however, have been proposed. In the absence of such
proposals and their adoption by the Congress, this
Commission believes that present sanctions should
be enforced. If they are not, it means that school
districts can deny today’s schoolchildren and young
people their constitutional rights without being held
accountable in any meaningful manner.
3 Brown and Henderson Interview. With respwct o termination of ESEA
Title ! funds, OCR states: R
The Office for Civil Rights, supported by the Office of the General
Counsel of HEW, has consistently sought to terminate Title I ESEA
assistance to school districts which discriminate in violation of Title
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. However, in Taylor v. Finch, 414
F.2d 1068 (5th Cir. 1969) the court held that there must be separate
findings in the termination - ‘cision that discrimination exists either
directly or through infectic ., in each program supported by Federal
funds. That decision has been interpreted in several recent cases by
the Reviewing Authority, the independent appellate tribunal in the

administrative process, as a virtual bar to the_termination of Title L
funds because of the silpposed speciul purpose of-the funds which
isolates them from the discriminatory activities of the school district.
The General Counsel has appealed the position of the Reviewing
Authority to the Secretary, who has a discretionary review under the
Title VI procedures. (Brown Letter, p. 6.) . e

ESEA Title [ funds have been exempted from fund termination

in nine cases: Hughes School District No. 27, Arkansas; Marion School

- Distriet No. 3, Arkansas; Sparkman School District No. 37, Arkansas,

Marshall independent School District, Texas; Victoria Independent School

District, Texas; Big Spring Independent School District, Texas; Lima City

Schools, Ohio; Kinston Graded Schools, North Carolina; Laurens County

School District No. 56, South Carolina. (Marion Brooks, attorney, Office of
¢ the General Counsel, HEW, telephone interview, July 17, 1978.)

®  Edication Daily, Jan. 2, 1978.
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HEW has concluded negotiations with four major
city school systems. during the past year. The
Chicago Board of Education agreed to a citywide
plan for teacher Jdesegregation and bilingual educa-
tion, ending 12 years of negotiation and litigation 1
The Kansas City, Missouri, School District and
HEW agreed on a plan to further student and faculty
desegregation.52” HEW's scttlemert with the New
York City school board requires an end to the
segregative use of ability groupings and close
monitoring of disciplinary measures io detect dis-
criminatory practices.53 Two other points of agree-
ment between HEW and New York City involve
teacher desegregation and the identification of
language minority students needing bilingual instruc-
tion84 Similarly, .the Los Angeles school system
agreed to identify those students requiring language
instructional programs and to carry out nondiscrimi-
natory teacher assignment.6>

During the summer of 1977, HEW’s Office for
Civil Rights underwent a complete reorganization
and the formation of two new offices.56 The new
Office of Program Review and Assistance is charged
with - coordinating OCR’s Title VI enforcement
activity with all HEW agencies that provide Federal
assistance. According to the head of that office, “the

Secretary wants [program] agencies more involved in

civil rights responsibilitics,”5? so .they can better
assist OCR in achieving compliance with Title VI.
The other new branch of OCR is the Office of
Standards, Policy. and Research, established to
provide coherent. policy decisions on the fundamen-
tal issues that arise from coinpliance reviews and
complaint invest:gations.58 1t is hoped that these new
offices. opsrating in conjunction with the restruc-
tured Office of Complizrice and Enforcement, will
contribuie t¢ a compreheasive and tumely enforce-
ment effort by GCR that will 2nable it to fulfill the
commitments expressed by Jrusident Carter and
Secretzry Califano. -

|81 HEW News, Oct. 12, 1977

82 HEW' News, Feb. 23. 1978.

& MEW News.June 16. 1978.

84 Tatel Letter. p. 5. . o

8% [bid. v

* Adams v. Califano, 430$F Supp. 118 (D.D.C. 1977). affidavit of David S. v

Tatel. Director,. Office Civil Rights. U.S. Department of Health.
Education. and Welfare, June 6, 1977 (hereafler referred to as Tatel
Affidavit).

87 Gus Cheatham, Deputy Dlrcctor Office of Program Review and
Assistance. OCR/HEW, interview in Washington, D.C.. Apr. 14, 1978.

8% Tat:l Affidavit.

% Details of the sample are provided in 1976 E. & S. Sample Selection
(Arlington. Virginia. DBS Corponuon. Mar. 10, 1977).

70 The index used is Colman's R; as a measure of the segregation of blacks,

v -

Analysis of New Data

A vital responsibility of HEW is its periodic
collection of data from the Nation’s public schools
that provide a factual bace for its enforcement of
antidiscrimination laws in education. The number of
school districts, the period of time between surveys,
and sometimes the specific districts reviewed have
changed from survey to survey. Data from OCR’s
Fall 1976 Elementary and Secondary School Civil
Rights Survey became available for analysis in May
1978. These data provide the most comprehensive
assessment of the present extent of pupil segregation
in the public schools. Survey information on segrega-
tion is drawn from 3,516 of the approximately 16,000
school districts in the country, but because of the
manner in which the sample was selected, the survey
includes 86 percent of all minority pupils attending
public schools in 1976.6%

The following is a limited analysis of these latest
HEW data on the extent of racial and ethnic
isolation of students. The index of segregation used
throughout this section is a measure of segregation
among schools within a district.” It does not measure
segregation berween districts. The index can range
from 0.0, indicating no segregation within a district,
to 1.0, indicating complete segregation. "1 The index
is calculated in a manner so that ite value is not

‘affected by the percentage of white students in a

distrct. -

In this analysis, an index of 0.0 to C.1$ wiii be
described as.a low level of segregation, an index of
.20 to 0.49 as a moJerate level, and an index of 0.50
cr greater as a high level of segregation. The index
was calculated separately for blacks, Hispanics,
Asian and Pacific Islanders. and American’ Indians
and Alaskan Natives, and also for all minorities
together.

Further analysis of 1976 OCR data will be

undertaken by this Commission in future reports.

OCR’s:next survey of school districts was initiated in
October 1978.

the index: * !
< Py = Spw
bw P,
where:
p . non — Hispanic: - origin white students in the district
v .ull students in the district
and !
) g"bk - P
Stow = —————
- znbk
19
~ .
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. TABLE 1
1976 Projected Average Level of Segregation™ for Varlous Minorities and Regions

. North . West South )
Raclal/Ethnic Group Northeast Central Border Southeast Central West Nation
Blacks 39 47 .23 A7 .28 .34 .30
Hispanics .34 .04 .04 .20 14 .15 A7
Asians/Pacific

Islanders .01 .01 .04 02 .62 .05. .03
American Indians/

Alaskan Natives .01 .28 .00 .22 .02 .08 A1
All Minorities 34 37 .21 16 .20 .18 .24
Number of districts

surveyed 539 784 108 882 737 566 3616

-

*in this analysis‘. level of segregation is described as iow level if the index is 0.0-0.19, moderate level if

" the index is 0.20-0.49, and high leve! if tha index is 0.50 or greater.
**These estimates may be slightly in error; the standard errors exc»eded 3 percentage points. .

Extent of Segregation In 1976

The average level of segregation of all minority
pupils in the country was moderate in 1976 (index of
0.24). There are substantial variations in the average
level of segregation for the four racial/ethnic groups
and for different regions of the country, as shown in
table 1. It is highest for blacks and lower but not
insignificant for-Hispanics. It is considerably higher
in the Northeast and North Central regions than
elsewhere, but even in the region with the lowest
average level, the Southeast, the level of segregation
is noticeable.”? It should be noted that although the
average levels of segregation for Asian/Pacific
Islanders and American Indians/Alaskan Natives
are quite low in most regions of the country, this does
not preclude the possibility that these groups are
substantially segregated in some of the districts in
which they attend school.

Another measure of the extent of segregation is the
number or percentage of minority pupils who attend
moderately or highly segregated schools. Almost 4.9
million minority children still attend schools in at
least moderately segregated districts, as table 2
indicates. This figure represents 46 percent of all

where an = black students in the krh school of the district, and Py =
non - Hispanic - origin white students in the ksh school of the district
all students in the ks school of the district
If there is a district that is 30 percent black and 70 percent white; if it has
only two schools. both of which have the same number of pupils; and if one
school is 10 percent black and the other school is 50 percent black, then
Rbw will equal 0.19. In a few cases the calculated index equaled a negative
number and in those cases zero was substituted in place of the negative
value: divisions by zero were given a quotient of zero.
"1 The indices were averaged across districts by weighting for the number of
pupils in the district for whom the index was calculated (i.c., the index for
blacks was averaged by weighting for the number of blacks, and the index
for all minorities was averaged by weighting for the number of all
minonties). All values of the indices and enrollments reported in the tables

20 |

Vo
Vs .

minority pupils. Sixty-five percent of all minority
pupils in the Northeast region and 68 percent of all
minority pupils in the North Central region attend at
least moderately segregated school districts.?3

Segregation of blacks and Hispanics is considera-
bly“greater ir the central cities of metropolitan areas
than it is in other areas, but this pattern does not
hold for the other racial/ethnic groups, as table 3
shows. Cther data not shown in the tables indicate
that 51 percent of all black pupils and 51 percent of
Hispanic pupils in the country att€nd central city

~ schools.”4 ' :

The OfTice for Civil Rights indicated that 16 school
districts in the country were unden;%oing desegrega-
tion litigation in 1976. These distriéts have a
markedly higher average level of segregation of
blacks than d all other districts shown in table 4,
but the segregation of Hispanics and of the other
racial/ethnic groups is somewhat lower in these 16
districts than in all other. districts. Even in districts
operating under a court-ordered desegregation plan,
a moderate level of black segregation and a low but

appreciable level of Hispanic segregation remain.

and tea? of ‘his eection are either projected estimates of the universe or
values from a census of a specified subset of the *niverse.

2 The regions are defined here as follows: Northeast—Maine, Vermont,
New Hampshire, New York, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut,
Pennsylvania. and New Jersey; North Central—North Dakota, South
Dakota, Minnesota, Wisconsin. Michigan, Nebraska, lowa, Illinois, India-
na, Ohio, Kansas, and Missouri; Border—Kentucky, West Virginia, -
Maryland, and Deiaware; Southeast—Tennessee, Virginia, North Carolina, .
South Carolina, Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, and Florida; West South

* Central—Texas, Oklahoma, Arkansas, and Louisiana; West—Washington,

Oregon, California, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, -Utah, Wyoming, Colorado,
Arizona. Ncw Mexico, and Alaska. Hawaii and the District of Columbia
were excluded from the analyses presented in this section.

™ Cai~ulated from data in table 2. ‘

™ From unpublished coputer analyses for the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights by DBS Corporation, June 1978.
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TABLE 2

1976 Projected Enro!'ment of Ali Minorities (in Thousands) By Leveis of Seyregation
N and Region*

North West South <
Level of segregation Northeast Central Border Southeast , Central West Nation
Low (less than .02) 665 561 255 1,652 996 1,503 5,627
Moderate (0.2-0.5) 1,056 621 134 774 499 723 3,807
High (greater than 0.5) 180 590 0 80 212 0 1,064
Total 1,900 1,773 389 2,506 1,703 2,227 10,497

*Levels of segregation are computed for all minorities together.

TABLE 3

1976 Projected Average Level of Segregation for Various Minorities and Categories of
Metropolitan Status

Metropolitan Metropolitan Non-Metropolitan All three categories

Racial/Ethnic Group Central Cities Suburbs Areas Together
Blacks 46 .16 .09 .30
Hispanics . .28 .08 .04 a7
Asians/Pacific

Islanders .04 .03 .01 .03
American Indians/

Alaskan Natives .04 .03 A7 A1t
All Minorities .38 A2 .08 .24
Number of districts

surveyed 262 1,223 2,131 3,616

*These estimates may be moderately in error; the standard errors exceeded 3 percentage points.



TABLE 4
1976 Actual and Projected Average Levels of Segregation* for Various Minorities and

District Compliance

ategories ‘ ‘

' COMPLIANCE CATEGCRIES**

Raclal/Ethnic Group

Blacks .23 A7
Hispanics 15 .07
Asians/Pacific

Islanders .03 .02
American Indians/

Alaskan Natives .10 .23
All Minorities .21 15
Number of districts

surveyed 681 712

.59 .20 .39 30

13 .03 19 A7

.01 .02 .03 .03

.gO .OZ .1_1,' .1‘1"

.53 A 2 2
N

16 284 1,923 3616

*The level of segregstion is described as iow level if the index i3 0.0-0.19, moderate level if the index
is 0.20-0.49, and nigh level if the index is 0.50 or greater.

**Thedata i the first four columns are from all districts in the country with the specified compliance
characterisiics; thus, the data given in those columns ars actual values rather than projected
estimates. The Cata in the fifth column are projected estimates from a sample. The data in the sixth
column are projected estimates. The compliance codes for arproximately 10 percent of the 3,616

analyzed districts were corrected by the Office for Civil R

ghts’ coniractor subsequent to the

analyses reported here. Most of the corrections involved reclassifying “other districts” as one of the
four other possible categories. Conseque.,ily, all values in this table may be moderately in error.

*** These estimates may be slightly in error; the standard errors exceeded 3 percentage points.
"*** A “voluntary” desegregation plan is defined by the Office for Civil Rights as any adopted plan that
was not court ordered, regardless of the other sources of pressure that may have led a district to
adopt the plan (including pressures from the State departments of education, the Office for Civil

Rights, or the threat of litigation).

Bilingual EduCatIon_
In a 1975 report this Commission concluded that
“language minority students’> badly needed an

alternative to education in the monolingual English |

[language] system,™”6 and that “bilingual bicultural
education is the program of instruction which
currently offers the best vehicle for large numbers of
language minority students.”?7 In its extensive 1976

-
73 The term “language minority™ refers to persons in the United States who

speak a non-English native language anj who belong to-an identifiable

minority group of generally low socioecon »mic status.
¢ U.S., Commission on Civil Rights, A Letter Chance 1o Learn: Bilingual-
Bicultural Education (May 1975), p. 138. Lingual-bicultural education is
defined as a comprehensive educational approach that uses the student’s
native language as a medium of instruction and includes jn the curriculum
the student’s historical, literary, and cultural background. Bilingual-bicul-
* tural programs include non-English-spcaking as well as English-speaking
children. Language minority children are provided a real opportunity to
learn since they are taught basic subject matter in the language they know

22"

school desegregation study, the Commission noted

" “the increased use of bilingual-bicultural education,

an indication that school districts are becoming more
responsive to the needs of language-minority chi'-
dren.”78 ' -
Access to bilingual-bicultural education for lin-
guistically and culturally diverse children now has
significant legal basis.” Enforcement of laws de-

best while they acquire proficiency in English. English-speaking children in
these programs are given the opportunity to learn another language and
increase their understanding of a different culture. An appeudix 16 this
report (pp. 142-70) discussed the constitutionality of the right of non-
English-speaking students to equal educational opportunity.

™ Ibid., p. 137. , '

S Fulfilling the Letter and Spirit of the Law, p. 114.

™ In January 1974 the United States Supreme Court ruled that the failure

“of the San Francisco school system to provide English language instruction

to approximately 1,800 students of Chinese ancestry who did not speak
Eaglish, or to provide them with other adequate instructional procedures,
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signed to ensure such access is another major
responsibility of HEW's Office for Civil Rights. The
first Executive policy statement regarding equal
access to educational opportunity for national origin
minority students came in 1970 when HEW's Office
for Caivil Rights issued its May 25 memorandum.®®
The memorandum required school districts witi
significant numbers of non-English-speaking chil-
dren to take aflirmative steps to open their instruc-
tional programs to language minority children. The
memorandum also brought national origin discrimi-
nation into the framework of OCR’s compliance
activities, because the failure to provide special
assistance to language minority students was consid-
ered a violation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964.

In 1974 the US. Supreme Court upheld the
authority of HEW/OCR to issue and enforce
guidelines that require school districts receiving
Federal financial assistance to develop language
instructional programs. 3y its decision in Lau V.

Nichols. %! the Court confirmed the notion that -

school a:stricts must adapt their educational pro-
grams to meet the specific needs of children with
limited English proficiency.

An OCR official observed in 1977 "that the
“standards set forth in [the 1970] memorandum
remain at the core of our approach in enforcing Title
VI" with respect to school districts that enroll
national origin minority children.82 He added that
after a 1972 survey®3 revealed that a very small
percentage of language minority children were

was.a denial of a meaningful opportunity to purticipate in the public
educational program and thus was a violation of §¢01 of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964, which bans' discriminations based on 1ace, color. or national
origin in any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance:

The basic Federal legislation for bikngual education is ithe Bilingual
Sducauon Act of 1968. 20 U.5.C. 880b (Supp. 1975). This act, Title VII of
the Elementary and Secor.dary Education Amendments of 1967. Pub. L.
No. 90-247. 81 Star. 783 at 816 (1968). declared that the policy of the United
States shall be “to provide financial assistance. . .to carry cutl new and
imaginative elementary and secondary school programs designed to meet
these special educational needs. . " of language minority children. As a
result of the act. Federal funding of demonstration bilingual education
programs began. Appropriations have increased from the original $7.5
million 1n 1969 to $150 million for the 1979 fiscal year. Labor, Health,
Education and Welfare-Supporting Detail Account Table. FY 1979, Oct. 1,
1978,p. 17.

s J. PSlanley Potuinger. Director. Office for Civil Rights, Department of
Healtk. Education. and Welfare. memorandum to School Districts With
More Than Five Percent Nauonal Origin-Minority Group Children,
“ldenufication of Discnmination and Demial of Services on the Basis of
National Origin.” May. 25, 1970.

B 414 U.S. 563 (1974). A recent district court decision enhances the legal
status of bilingual educauon. It gives judicial weight to the “Lau Remedies,”
as enunciated by the Court, which govern the determination of educational
needs of language minonty children. That case is Rios v. Read (73 F.R.D.
589 (E.D. N.Y. 1977)): Another important bilingual education case yet to be
decided 1s Cintron v. Brentwood, C.A. No. 77-C-1310 (E.D.N.Y filed June
22. 1977). !

receiving special assistance, OCR “decided that a
more comprehensive and effective effort would be
required to ensure that school districts were comply-
ing with Title V1."84

One year after the Lau decision, OCR established
broad parameters that described what are acceptable
instructional approaches for language minority stu-
dents. These guidelines, titled “Task Force Findings
Specifying Remedies Available for Eliminating Past
Educational Practices Ruled Unlawful under Lau v.
Nichols, " have become known as the “Lau Remed-
les.”85

Also in 1975 OCR began using a special school
survey form to secure additional information on
language minority students.868 By mid-1977, 275
returns had been analyzed and OCR said, “‘determi-
nations of compliance or noncompliance have been
made in 222 cases. One hundred fifty one districts
have submitted corrective plans and 126 corrective
plans have been accepted.”87

By mid-1978 OCR had made determinations
vegarding the compliance status of most of these
school districts. An extremely high rate of findings of
nor.compliance has persisted, largely because of the
failure of school districts to identify properly the
students who need bilingual education or other types
of language instruction programs. About 75 percent
of schools found in noncompliance have submitted
corrective plans as required by OCR; other school
districts are still working on their pgns, often with
technical assisiance provided by OCR.88
%2 Bilingual Education: Hearings on H.R. 15 Before the Subcommitiee on
Elementary, Secondary and Vc-ational Education of the House Commitiee on
Education ard Labor, 91st Cong. Ist sess. (1977} (statement of Lfoyd
Henderson, Chief, Division of Technical Review and*Assistance, OCR), p.
119 (hereafler cited as Bilingual Education: Hearings). #

8 US. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Survey of
Elementary and Secondary Schools, 1972 (Forms 101 and 102).

" % Henderson Testimony, Bilingual Education. Hearings, p. 122.

" school district with language minority z}ddyhould undertake to achieve .

8 45 C.F.R. 80. These “remedies” set forth a number of Activities that-a

compliance with the Lau decision. Those#femedies™ include the identifica-
tion of target groups to be served by suth a program, an assessment of the
1ype of program that will be most effective in that district (e.g., English as a
second language, bilingual-bicultural programs, or “transitional bilingual
education programs), ‘a listing of teacher requirements, and suggested
methods for diagnosing students needs, such as verbal tests and parental

* interviews,

?
v

8% U.S., Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Form OS 53-74
dated Mar 15, 1975 (“Compliance Reports on Instructional Services For
Students Whose Primary or Home Language Is Other Than English”),
Bilingual Education: Hearings, p. 137. This survey form was sent to 334
selected districts identificd through the 1972 survey as -having large
concentrations of language minority students. .

7 Henderson Testimony. Bilingus! Education: Hearings, pp. 122-23.

8 Juan Trevino, Lau unit, Enf.icement and Compliance, OCR/HEW,
telephone interview, June 13, 1978 (hereafter cited as Trevino Interview).
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As a result ol a recent court settlement, OCR has
made agreecments concerning current and future
enforcement activity in Lau districts: '

in FY 1978 Headdarters will monitor ten
percent of the Lau plans accepted Ry the regions
to assure that all regions are applying umform
standards in accepting such remedial Ezu plans.
The same number of plans will be monitored in
FY 79389 Among compliance review activities
charted in OCR’s Annual rating Plan for
FY 1978 were 88 reviews of elementary and
seccndary school district language programs
(Lau) (Title VI) specifically aimed at ensuring

" equal educational opportunity for language
minority children.% This total included §3
ongoing Lau reviews already in progress on
October 1, 1977.51 OCR is continuing to expand
its effort in this a12a and “is currently workin
on new mechanisms for idemefying additiona
LEAs [local education agencies] to be investi-
gated under Lau. 92 ~

Many minority group educators and -leaders are
disenchanted with OCR’s enforcemerit effort.93 They
allege that the monitoring and evaluation conducted
by OCR do not adequately take into account the
educational needs of 12nguage minority students and
that the Federal Government will tolerate minimal
compliance with the Lau remediss, which allow
broad and differing interpretations. One analysis

. summarized this point of view:

g_roblems and de:ays in HEW's enforcement of

itle VI suggest that the Department is unlikely .

to act energeticall; on behalf of ling .istic
minorities. . . .Considering the dissatistaction
of minority groups with HEW’s past enforce-
ment efforts, it is to be expected that people
seeking hilingual education for their schools will
continue to turn to the courts.%4

-

*® Deputy Director. Compliance and Enforcement. Office for Civil Rights,
Department of Health. Education, and Welfare. memorandum to all
regional OCR staff and all headquarters OCR staff, Jan. 23, 1978, p. 3.
%°43 Fed. Reg, 7048, 7055 (1978). -
1 1bid., 7051.
2 Trevino Interview. ]
91 Stephen Thom. Director. Asian and Pacific American Concerns Staff,
Office of Education. HEW. telephone interview. Apr. 17, 1978 (hereafter
cited as Thom Interview): Gloria Zamora, director. MIME Center.
Intercultural Development Research Association, telephone interview. Apr.
14. 1978 (hereaftér cited as Zamora Interview); Susan Talley. research
associate, %u‘u& I Institute of Education, interview, Apr. 13, 1978.

1\ fte!

N

% Herber um and Richard J. Hiller. “Bilingual Education: The
Legal MandalaY, Hygrvard Educational Review, vol. 47 (May 1977), pp. 154-
55. This article iy%comprehensive review of legal developments concerning
bilingual education.
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A major problem in this rsgard is that the Federal
role in enforcing policies that affect the elimination
of discrimination against national origin minority
children has yet to be clearly defined, particularly in
the context of school desegregation. According to the
Assistant Secretary for Education, the policy of
HEW on the relationship between desegregation and
the educational concerns of language minority
groups *“. . .is fuzzy and is now in the process of
being well defined.”®5 The Assistant Secretary noted -
that there are continuing discussions about what the
focus of the Federal Government should be in this
regard.

OCR maintains there is'no conflict in its enforce-
ment program between desegregation and the educa-
tion of language minority students:

ThexDepartment has never mandated the total
integration of student bodies where language
mincriti" students require special language assis-
tance. Likewise, the Office has not approved
programs requiring the isolation of language
xpinosl;ity childrer. for purposes of special instruc-
tion.

Bllingual Education and Desegregation

Tne role of bilingual education within the context
of desegregating school districts is a developing
aspect of HEW’s enforcement effort. OCR is aware
of the need for “a much closer liaison between the
Title VII program and OCR. OCR also believes that,
to the extent possible, the- ESEA Title VII funding
program should "be admi..stered in a manner
supportive of the Title VI enforcement effort.”7

For'language minority groups, including Hispan-
ics, Asian and Pacific Island Americans, and
American Indians and Alaskan Natives,. bilingual-
bicultural education remains the critical component
cf their struggle for equality of educational opportu-
nity.%® Asian and Pacific Island American partici-

9 Mary F. Berry, “The Department of Health, Education, and welfare's
policy related 1o desegregation and the education concerns of the Hispanic
community” (prepared for a confergnce sponsored by the National Institute
of Education, Washington, D'C.. Juhe 26-28, 1977).

9 Tatel Letter, pp. 6-7. “OCR, through its Office of Policy, Standards, and
Reseafch, continues to refine its position with respect to identification of
violative conditions, trends, etc., and the identification of specific corrective
activities and technical assistance for school districts under the Lau
standard.” Tatel Letter, p. 7. - )

97 Trevino Interview.

% Sec Bilingual Education: Hearings; Interamerica Research Associates,
The Third Annual Report of the National Advisory Council on Bilingual
Education (Washington, D.C.: 1977). Sec also, Thom Interview; Zamora
Interview: Michael Cortez, director of legislative analysis, National Council
of La Raza, interview, Apr. 13, 1978; Robert Herman, legal director, Puerto
Rican Legal Defense and Education Fund, telephone interview, Mar. 31,

o
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pants at a recent conference on educational prob-
lems, for example, concluded that “the biggest
problem. . .is the need for more bilingual educa-
tion."#®

Language minority groups, nevertheless, support
descgregation provided there is “an accommodation
for bilingual education programs in the scheme of
desegregation.” 1% They generally agree that desegre-
gation and bilingual education are compatible
aspects of pluralistic education that share the
common goal of equality of educational opportuni-
ty.10! One educator explains:

Though the implementation of bilingual educa-
tion programs in a desegregated school set-
ting. . .produces increased logistical problems,
it 15 not administratively or pedagogically
prohibited. . . .Most of the problems presented
as difficulties of instructing language minority

1978 John Waubaunsce, director, education litigation unit, Native

Amenican Rights Fund, telephone interview, Mar. 30, 1978. In its 1977

report, the National Advisory Council on Bilingual Education stated:
The concept of bilingual education has expanded significantly since
1958. . . [It1s an] approach not limited to Hispanic groups only, but
o the multitude of other language groups in this na-
tion. . . .Bilingual education is now viewed as perhaps the only
alternative for mecting previously ignored educational needs of these
groups. (p. viii)

% Sec Thom Interview: sce also. Education Daily, Apr. 4, 1978.p. 2.

190 Roo0s Interview: see also, Teitelbaum and Hiller.

91 US.. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Institute

children in desegregated facilities address ad-
ministrative inconvenience rather than pedagog-
ical impediments for carrying out desegregating
orders of the court.102

Language minority groups are likely to continue to
litigate for bilingual education and to participate as
plaintiffs or intervenors in desegregation cases:

Bilingual education and desegregation need not
be headed on a collision course; these educa-
tional goals are not necessarily mutually exclu-
sive. . . .Because of the broad remedial powers
of the courts to eliminate unlawful school
segregation, desegregation cases continue to
serve as convenient vehicles for court-ordered
bilingual education programs. . .desegregation
cases may provide the best hope for achieving
comprehensive court-mandated bilingual educa-
tion programs.103

of Education, Desegregation and Education Concerns of the Hispanic
Community: Conference Report (Washington, D.C.: 1977). NIE is currenty
coordinating the development of a series of bilingual educa-
tion/desegregation palicy papers to address the various problems inherent
in introducing bilingual education programs into districts undergoing
desegregation orders. In addition, NIE inaugurated a study in 1978 to
determine how bilingual education is being implemented in Federal and
State projects.

102 Jose Cardenas, “Desegregation and Bilingual Education.” January 1978,
Intercultural Development Research Association (San Antonio. Texas), pp.
6and 21.

193 Teiteibaum and Hiller, p. 162.
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Chapter 4

Desegregation in 47 School Districts

Constitutional guarantees. court orders, congres-
sional acts, and administrative enforcement efforts
take on meaning as they are applied in local
communities and affect the lives of individuals. The
following are brief reports on the current status of
desegregation in 47 school districts from Anchorage,

Alaska, to Uvalde, Texas. These summaries, pre- -

pared by the Commission’s nine regional offices, are
based upon interviews with local school officials and
civil rights and community leaders and a review of
local press reports. (These sources are identified in
appendix A.) They also gepresent an assessment by
regional office staff of school desegregation develop-
ments in the districts studied. The communities
selected were chosen by the regional offices, which
were asked to choose five school districts (two
regional offices did six surveys), two of which would
be large districts. The remaining three were to be
chosen if in the opinion of the regional office they
had national interest, if they were unique in some
way, or if they were of critical importance in the
respective region. The surveys were submitted in
draft to the 47 school superintendents. Such comn-
men:s, when received, were incorporated -into the
final drafts of the surveys. (A list of the superinten-
dents is contained in appendix B.)

Before turning.to the 47 individual reports, one
issue that concerns a number of the districts requires
separate comment. As some of the 47 surveys
indicate, the roie of metropolitan desegregation! has
become an issue in a number of large urban areas
! Mewopolitan school desegregation involves descgregation across city-
suburban boundary lines.

2 Gary Orfield, Must We Bus? (Washington: The Brookings Institution.
1978), p. 412.

3 Ibid.. pp. 410-11. Central city school booards have joined efforts to bring
about metropolitan descgregation in Detroit, Indianapolis, Kansas City, and
Richmond. In Louisville. the school board abolished itself and merged with

the surrounding county school system.
¢ Armour v. Nix. No. 16708 (N.D Ga.. filed June 1972); United States v.
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characterized by predominantly minority city schools
and primarily white suburban schools. Given demo-
graphic changes beginning decadzs ago and continu-
ing today and for a variety of reasons, of vhich
school desegregation is but one, it has become clear
that school desegregation in many areas will not be
achieved without a metropolitan or interdistrict
solution. .

At the end of the 1977-78 school year, 10 of the 50
largest school systems in the country were operating
under court-ordered metropolitan desegregation
plans.2 Four of these systems involve consolidated
school districts that include the cities of Charlotte,
North Carolina; Las Vegas, Nevada; Louisville,
Kentucky; and Nashville, Tennessee. The other six
areawide plans are in Florida counties containing
Clearwater, Ft. Lauderdale; Jacksonville, Miami,
Orlando, and Tampa.

Elsewhere, city school boards are initiating legal
action or intervening in lawsuits brought by others
secking areawide consolidation of school systems or
interdistrict desegregation without consolidation.3
Major metropolitan cases are cuirently penditig in

Atlanta, Indianapolis, St. Loms and Kansas City,

Missouri.4

In September 1978 the city school . district of
Wilmington, Delaware, merged with 10 suburban
school districts in a court-ordered plan that ends 22
years of litigation.3 The Federal court in that case
found evidence of State and local actions that had
contributed to segregated schools and housing

éoard of School Commissioners of City of Indianapolis, 541 F.2d 1211 (7th
Cir. 1976), vacated and remanded, 429 U.S. 1068 (1537) pendmg on remand,

No. IP 68-C-225 (S.D. Ind., July 11, 1978) (order reiterating necessity for

interdistrict descgregation plan); School District of Kansas City, Missouri v.
State of Missouri, 77-0420-CV-W-1 (W.D. Mo. filed May 26, 1977); Lidell
v. Caldwell, 546 F.2d 768 (8th Cir. 1976), cert. denied, 433 U S. 914 (1977).

3 Evans v. Buchanan,.555 F.2d 373 (3d Cir. 1977). For a history of this
protracted litigation, see U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Siarement on
Metropolitan School De:egnganon (February 1977), pp. 93-95.
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» metropolitan

patterns, thus increasing minority student isolation in
the central city of Wilmington .8

Recent research at the Federal and State level has
examined some commor concerns about metropoli-
tan school desegregation—that it would require a
huge bureaucracy (o administer, that it would
generatc fiscal and admunistrative p ‘oblems, and that
a massive busing program would te necessary.” The
research to date does not support such contentions.8
It does. however, show the poten ial of metropolitan
remedies to provide more stable ¢nrollment patterns
than city desegregation plans® A swudy of the
Florida districts shows that metropolitan desegrega-
tion did not produce “declines in white support for
the public schools [or] erosion of enrollment beyond
that normally expected.”1® Further, studies have
shown that because metropolitan remedies bring
together students of varying racial and economic
backgrounds, they enhance prospects for educational
gains.!! Combining the resources of several school
districts in a metropolitan area can improve the
curriculum and services available to all students,
while eliminating the financial inequities that may
exist between metropolitan school districts prior to

_consolidation.!?

In 1977 this Commission stressed the feasibility of
areawide desegregation plans and urged government
at all levels to encourage voluntary development of
such plans by school district officials.!3 Federal and
State governments have done little to spromote

remedies to eliminate educational
inequities they helped create. Only Wisconsin and
Massachusetts have enacted laws that promote
interdistrict desegregation.’ Until Federal leader-
ship is provided on this vital national question,
separate and unequal education appears likely to
persist in those urban areas where State and local
governments are unable or uﬁwilling to act.

¢ Evans v. Buchanan. 393 F. Supp 428, 432-438 (D. Del 1975).

T Staiement on Metropolitan School Desegregaiion : U.S., Department of
Health. Education. and Welfare. National Institute of Education, School
Desegregation in Metropolitan Areas: Choices and Prospects (October 1977);
Forbes Bottomly and Allison Kitield, «ds.. Exploring Metropoiitan Ways

Toward Reducing Isolation. Prospecis for Frogress (Denver: Education
Commussion of the States. 1978): and Orfield, Mus: We Bus?

® Statement on Metropolitan School Desegregation, pp. 6-34, 75-100, 113~

14. School Desegregation in Metropoliuan Areas, pp. 17-23, 89-103, 115-21,
123-38; Exploring Meiropolitan Ways Towards Reducing Racial Isolation, pp.
6-64. Orfield. Mus: We Bus’, pp. 391-455.

® Thomas F. Petugrew and Robert L. Green, “School Desegregation in
Large Cities: A Critique of the Coleman *White Flight' Thesis," Harvard
Educanonal Review. vol. 46, no. | (February 1976). pp. 33-40.

10 As cited in Orfield, p. 413. The research findings of the Florida Atlantic
University study have been reported in the following articles and reports:

‘Alaskan Natives,

Anchorage, mlaska

Profile

Totai public school enrollment in Anchorage in
1977-78 was 39,606, including 84.2 percent Anglos,
7.4 percent. American Indians or Alaskan Natives
(Aleuts and Eskimos), 4.8 percent blacks, 2.2 percent
Asian Americans, and 1.4 percent Hispanics. Total
enrollment in 1970 was 31,795, including 90.8
percent Anglos, 4.6 percent American Irdians or
2.7 percent blacks, 1 percent
Hispanics and 0.7 percent Asian Americans.

In 1977 the district’s faculty and administration
staff numbered 3,444, including 34,2 percent Anglos,
8.2 percent blacks, and 4.1 percent Hispanics and
Asian Americans combined. Faculty and administra-
tive staff in 1970-71 totaled 1,468, including 95.3
percent Anglos, 2 percent blacks, 0.7 percent
American Indians, 0.4 percent Hispanics, and 0.2
percent Asian Americans. One black or one Alaskan
Native has usually sat on the schocl board during
recent years.

Federal aid to Anchorage schools amounted to
$2,741,228 i the 1977-78 school year. That total
included $1,621,357 for ESEA Title I funds, $61,971
for Title [V-B, $161,151 for Title IV Indian Educa-
tion, $90,819 for the Right-to-Read program, and
$9,164 for Indochinese assistance.

Desgegregation Status

Anchorage has never Ceen faced with a court
order, administrative ruling, or community-initiated
demand to desegregate its schools. However, 5 years
ago the district realigned its high school attendance
zones to equalize minority student enrollment.
Segregation, nonetheless, remains significant ai some
schools. Minerity elementary school enroilment
reaches nearly 60 percent in down >wn elementary -
schools, 27 percent in some junior high schools, and
20 percent in two high schools.. An open enrollment

Everett P. Cataldo. Douglas S. Gatlin, and Michael Giles, “Determinants of
Resegregation: Compliance/Rejection Behavior and Pulicy Alternatives,”
Giles, Cataldo, and Gatlins, “Desegregation and the Private School
Alternatives,” in Gary Orfield, ed., Symposium on School Desegregation and
White Flight (Washington: Center for National Policy Review, 1975), pp.
21-31: Giles, Cgtaldo, and Gatlin, “The Impact of Busing on White Fllghl
Social Science Quarterly, vol. 55 (September 1974), pp. 493-501.

!! See Starement on Meiropolitan School Desegregation, pp. 59-60.

'z Ibid,, pp. 60-62.

13 1bid.

4 Bottomly and Kitfield, Exploring Metropolitan Ways Toward Reducing
Isolation, pp. 49-50. Wisconsin's law promotes interdistrict transfers through
provision of incentives, both to the transferring student and the receiving
school dirtrict. Wisc. Stat. Ann. §121.85 (Supp. 1978). Massachusetts law
promotes ractropolitan remedies through an extensive system of magnet
schools. Mass. Ann. Laws Ch. 76, §12A (Supp. 1978).
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system has been instituted, but the school superinten-
dent has indicated that no transfers will be approved
.that would increase segregation.

Several school officials and community leaders
reported that most Anchorage citizens are acceptii.g
of multiracial schools, but conflicting attitudes on the
subject exist in the community. Both minority and
Anglo citizens reportedly would resist busing from
their neighborhoods for desegregation purposes. A
committee of Anglo pareats recently argued for and
won approva! of a second site for a “‘back-t>-basics,”
fundamental education curriculum. Some withdrew
their support when school officials made it clear that
the school would be located in a predominantly
minority area. The parent group asserted that placing

“the ¢ ool in a facility that would draw large
numbers of minonty students would jeopardize the
academic success they needed to validate the
“fundamental school” concept.

Minority parents and students are conccmed
about the welcome of students transferred to pre-
dominantly white schools, and there have been
minor racial incidents among Students during the
past 2 years. Mexican American parents and students
in Anchorage recently protested the use of library
books with references and images allegedly derogato-
ry to Hispanics. The books were reviewgd-by a
curriculum committee established for this purpose,
and their use was ultimately approved by the school
board following-the determination that ‘the books
were not derogatory.

There are no official or unofficial committees
engaged in desegregation-related activities. Three
years ago, a Minority Education Concerns Commit-
tee, composed primarily of minority parents, pre-
pared a report which the district adopted. The
committee no longer f.nctions.

The school dist.ict’s human relations unit is
preparing a 2-yea. program to establish integrated
student learning te2ms and evaluate their education-
~ al impact in terms ¢ improved academic perfor-
mance. Inservice trainin? in human relations and
multicultural awareness, with a special focus on
Alaskan Natives, will continue for teachers and staff.
Advisory groups in the community. have also been
formed to assist in education plans and goals of the
district. Special attention is being given to outreach
mechanisms that will increase participation by
Alaskan Natives in school affairs.

Total suspensions for 1977-78 were 1,029, includ-
ing 74.2 percent Anglos, 14.5 percent blacks, 9.3
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percent American Indians or Alaskan Natives, 1.2
percent Mexican Americans, and 0.8 veicent Asian
Americans. Total suspensions for 1976-77 were
1,049, including 82.2 percent Anglos, 9.4 percent
blacks, and 5.8 percent American Indians or Alaskan
Natives (Mexican American and Asian American
students were included in the “other” category,
which was 2.6 percent). The district has used
alternatives to suspensions during the past schonl
year that reduced the total number of suspensions by
25.6 percent. Minority student suspensions increased
by 6.5 percent during this same time period.

Atlanta, Georgia

Proflle

Public school enrollment in Atlanta in 1978 was
approximately 74,300, including 66,185 black stu-
dents who made up about 89 percent of the total
school population. White students numbered 7,720,
Just over 10 percent of the total enrollinent, and
Hispanics and Asian Americans were less than 1|
percent of the totai. The 1970 enrollment was about
105,380; black students were 68 percent and whites
were about 31 percent. In 1978 the system had 1,450
teachers, of whom approximately 75 percent were
black and 25 percent white. In 1978 the school
system added 16 new administrative positions to the -
existing 19; blacks held 25 of these positions and 10
were held by whites. (Earlier data on teachers and
administrators were not available for this survey.)
The school board ‘n 1970 Lad-a white majority of
seven, with three black members. By 1976 the board .
was composed of five black members and four
whites.

In 1978 Federal aid to the Atlanta schools under
the Elementary and 3econdary Education Act
(ESEA) totaled $8,370.413; funding under the
Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) amounted to
$855,282.

Dosogrogatlon Status

Segregated residential patterns were a central
element in a metropolitanwidc school desegregation
suit in Atlanta. The State and :0 suburban school

_systems outside Atlanta were deferdants in the suit

filed by the American Civil Libcrties Union on
behalf of black parents in 1972. The fi;z* significant
action in the case was taken in March 1978, when a
Federal court dismissed seven suburban school

3¢



districts from the suit. A final disposition of the case
has ;iot been made.

Limited school desegregation in Atlanta to date has
been achieved through reassignment policies. In Atlanta,
busing occurs only when a child volunteers to transfer
from a school in which he or she would be in the minority.
School officials indicate that only 3,500 pupils have cho-
sen to transter to schools out of their neighborhoods, and
most students, therefore, still attend neighborhood
schools.

Recent figures released by the Atlanta school
system indicate thai for tke first time since the
decline in white enrollment began in the early 1970s,
return of these students to the public schools has
begun. In September 1976, 476 white children
changed to public schools from private schools in
Area llI, the school district on the predominantly
white north side of Atlanta. The 1mpetus for this
return has been credited to an organization known as
the Northside Atlanta Parents for Public Schools, a
biraciai group of parents from nine Northside
Atlanta schools who organized in February 1976 to
support public schools in the area. The group has
become an active advocate for public education,
encouraging participating schools to aggressively
recruit neighborhocd family involvement. The group
has sponsored two public expositions and designed

and distributed thousands of brochures to publicize

the quality of education available in area schools.
The organization is supported financially through
parent and PTA donations and aid from the
downtown Atlanta business community.

In 1970, in accordance with court orders, the
faculty of each city school was required to meet a
ratio reflecting the racial makeup of the student body
at that ume. A series of teacher transfers to
accomplish this resulted in the remgnatxon of hun-
dreds of teachers.

Data on pupil suspensions in Atlanta were not
available for this survey.

W

Austin, Texas.

Profile

Toial public school enrollment in Austin in fall
1977 was 58.454, includisy 24.1 percent Mexican
Americans and 16.7 percent blacks Total enrollment
in 1970 was 54,878, including 20.4 percent:Mexican

Americans and 15.1 percent blacks. The school
district’s faculty and administrative staff in fall 1977
included 10.3 percent Mexican Americans and 13.3
percent blacks. In 1970 Mexican Americans com-
prised only 2.8 percent and blacks 15.1 percent of the
district’s teachers and administrators. In 1970 there
was only one minority, a black, on the seven-member
schooi board. Currently, there are five Anglos, one
bilack, and one Mexican American serving on the
board.

For the 1978-79 school year, Austin public schools
have been provided with $2,378,302 under Title I of
th: Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA), $359.852 for ESEA Title IV programs,
$70911 for handicapped (Title VI), $568,142 for
ESEA Title V1§, and $216,909 for vocational +duca-
tion programs. An ESEA Title I migrant project’
grant of $830,106 is pending.

Desegregation Status

In its 1971 decision in United States v. Texas
Education gency, the Federal district court found
that in the Austin Independent School District
(AISD) the vestiges of an unconstitutional dual
school system remained with respect to black
students, but not with respect to Mexican American
students. The court ordered the closing of two all-
black secondary schools, which resulted in busing
those students to other schools in the district. In 1972
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit found
discrimination against Mexican Americans. Whea
the case was appealed again in 1976 and 1977, the
appeals court upheld the earlier findings of discrimi-
nation. A petition for rehearing was rejected by the
appeals court in September 1978.

School officials reported that as of October I,
1977, 15 of the 61 elementary schools were 80 percent
or more minority. Of those 15, 5 were 80 percent or
more Mexican American, and 6 were 80 percent or
more black. Two of the 11 junior Lighs and 1 of the 9
high schools were also 80 percent or more minority.
A triethnic committee (Anglo, black, and Chicano)
was recently reactivated under the court order to
provide community views to the court on the
negotiation of new desegregation efforts at the
clementary school level.

Some community leaders would prefer a desegre-
gation plan patterned after the Atlanta plan; that is,
minimal busing and maximum employment of
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.minority professionals and a *quality” education
plan. Others feel strongly that there should be an
overall desegregation plan, including both the ele-
mentary and secondary schools in the district. A
disproportionate burden of pupil transportation is
currently borne by black students, and black leaders
have called for a more equitable sharing of it.

At present, a human relations training program is
conducted by the Austin school system to help
students, teachers, and pafents deal effectively with
any desegregation-related problems. A school activi-
ties program also functions to increase secondary
student involvement in voluntary extracurricular
activities. -

In 7977-78, 290 elementary and secondary stu-
dents received long-term suspensions. Of this total,
134 or 46.2 percent were black, 78 or 26.9 percent
were white, and 78 or 26.9 percent were Mexican
American. With regard to short-term suspensions, in
. the 1977-78 school year, 2,534 senior students were

_suspended, of whom 40.2 percent were black, 30.2
~percent were white, and 26.6 percent were Mexican
* American. This was an increase from the, 1976-77
total of 2,420 senior high :students with short-term
suspensions, of whom 40.2 percent were black, 30.5
percent were whiie, and 29.3 percent were Mexican
American.

Baltimore, Maryland

Profile

Baltimore’s total public school enrollment in fall
1977 was 153,263 with 76 percent nonwhite and 24
percent white. In 1970-71 the enrollment was 67
percent nonwhite and 33 percent white. (Minority
students who are not black account for less than one-
half of 1 percent and their number is included in the
nonwhite category.) The system has approximately
200 schools and special centers. :

In 1977-78, 63 percent of teaching staff were
nonwhite. The school-based administrative staff was
also 63 percent nonwhite. In 1970-71, the percent-
ages were 60 percent nonwhite for faculty and 53
percent nonwhite for administrative staff. Upper

level central administrators were 42 percent non- - -

white in 1970 and 55 percent nonwhite in 1977. In
1978 the nine-member school board was composed
of five nonwhites and four whites. In 1970 four
nonwhites and five whites were on the board.
According to a school official, extensive faculty
desegregation occurred in September 1974 and 1975

13 Pairing of clustering of grades or schools are school desegregation
* techniques and are achicved when the attendance areas of two or more
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when the first teacher transfers were made to achieve-

desegregation. In 1574, 15 to 20 percent of the
approximately 8,000 teachers were transferred pursu-

an! to desegregation guidelines. In 1975, 5 to 10

perceni of ‘the 8,000 teachers were reassigned. The
district reported that since 1975 the number of
teacher transfers to achieve desegrcgation has been
minimal. According to the district, the desegregation
plan involves only teaching staff and' not central or
school-based administrative staff.

o

Desegregation Status
In late 1975, HEW found Baltimore schools and

‘Maryland’s system of higher education in violation
of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. On March

15, 1976, the Federal district court joined the appeals
of the two Maryland school systems and granted a

 preliminary injunction to halt any cutoff by HEW of .
- Federal funds to the Siate and the district. :

The court of appeals for the fourth circuit upheld

the preliminary injunction. Although it prevailed in °

the lower courts, the State of Maryland sought

- certiorari on the issue of whether HEW had violated

or exceeded its authority under Title VI. On October
2, 1978, the Supreme Court of the United States
denied certiorari.

In February 1974 s task force of 51 persons

representing a cross section of the city’s business and
professional leaders as well as representatjves of each
of the nine administrative regions in the district was
appointed by the school superintendent to involve
the community in development of a desegregation

" plan. The task force’s report, which included various

proposals, led to development of a plan that included
rezoning of attendance areas, pairing!and the
creation of citywide secondary schools with special
emphasis programs. The plan, which did not involve
transportation for desegregation purposes, was im-
plemented in 1$75.

Faculty and student training programs accompa-

nied desegregation. In the summer .of 1975 the
district held a 3-day “Desegregation Implementation
Work Conference” as part of the desegregation plan.
The district formed and trained “positive interven-
tion” teams to work in each of the affected schools.
The teams consisted of school counselors, parents,
students, teachers, school security staff, community
persons, and a staff person from the school district’s
regional office. Since 1975 similar training has been
conducted under Title IV of the Civil Rights Act of

nearby schools are merged 50 that each school serves different grade levels
for.a new, larger anendapee area.
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1964. Conferences and workshops on human rela-
tions hzve taken place in 26 schools.

In the 1977-78 school year, 1,605 pupil suspen-
sions avere reported, of which 8€ percent involved
nonwhite st.gdents. In 1975-76, 91 percent of 1,680
suspensions involved nonwhites.

At present, the legal status of school desegregation
in Baltimore has not been resolved. Maryland
. officials reportedly expect their motion for a perma-
nent injunction against termination of Federal aid to
be met by an HEW petition to dissolve that
injunction. The court of appeals noted the potential
national importance of this case and urged the
district court to reach a judgment as expeditiously as
possible. Meanwhile, HEW estimates that 60 percent
of minority students are currently attending all-black
schools.

Baton Rouge, Louisiana

Profile

Total public school enrollment in Baton Rouge
has increased slightly, from 63,158 in 1970 to 67,283
in 1978. Black enrollment rose from 38.1 percent of

the total in 1970 to 40 percent in 1978. Since 1970 the -

school district has maintained a 65 to 35 white-black
ratio of faculty and administrative staff, and each
school within the district maintains this composition.
No blacks are currently on the school board,
although one black filled an unexpired term during
1973-74.

Federal aid to Baton Rouge schools over the past 2
years amounted to $11,285,223. That total included
over $3.7 million for Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) programs, primarily Title I;
3630,000 for programs for the handicapped; and
almost $528,000 for Emergency School Aid Act
(ESAA) programs. ESAA funds have supported
student seminars, designed to acquaint students with
persons of differiug cultural backgrounds, and an
interpersonal relations: counseling program. Forty-
five teacher aides have been hired to improve teacher
performance in multicultural settings.

Desegregation Status -

The original suit to desegregate the East Baton
Rouge Parish (county) schools was filed with the
US. District Court for the Western District of
Louisiana in 1956. The court ordered school desegre-
" gation in 1970, and the school board’s desegregation
plan was accepted by the court in 1975. The plan,

based uporn ihe neighborhood school concept, does
not inclvde busing. Dissastisfied with the plan, local
civil rights leaders have filed an appeal with the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit, and a decision
is expected shortly.

Several community committees have formed to
facilitate desegregation. These include the following:
a biracial advisory committee for magnet schools; an
ESAA districtwide advisory committee, whose mem-
bership is half black and half white, to help
implement and evaluate ESAA programs; a court-
appointed committee (also half white and half black)
to advise the school district on matters related to
school desegregation; and stucdent advisory commit-
tees whose function is to help implement ESAA
programs and help resolve student problems.

According to the superintendent of schools, the
white community generally accepts existing desegre-
gation but probably would oppose any plan that
requires busing or other plans that do not preserve
neighborhood schools. . Black civil rights leaders
argue that the current plan does very little to
dismantle the dual school system. At present, almost
75 percent of all black students in East Baton Rouge
attend predominantly black schools (over 50 percent
black). Over 60 percent of black students a:tend
schools with 90 percent black enrollment, and in 70
of the 110 schools in the parish, at least 90 percent of
the students are of cne race. The faculties are
desegregated on a ratio of 65 white to 35 black, but
black community leaders allege that the most
inexperienced white teachers are placed in predomi-
nantly black schools, while the most experienced
black teachers are placed in predominantly white
schools. S

Test results provided by the school system in the
spring of 1977 showed that students in virtually all-
black schools scored considerably lower than their
white counterparts in racially mixed or nearly all-
white schools. 4

In 1970, of 1,502 suspensions, 57.5 percent were of

. black students. Suspensions increased dramatically
- by 1977-78 to a total of 10,844, and black students’

again comprised 57.5 percent of the total.

Black community leaders, who feel that the all-
white East Baton Rouge School Board is insensitive
to the 'needs of - black students, recently were
successful in securing passage of legislation mandat-
ing the election of school board members by single-
member districts, beginning with the 1982 elections.

¢ 3]
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This change could result in the election of at least
two blacks to the board.

Boston, Massachusetts

Profile

Total public school enrollment in Boston totaled
62,690 students for the 1978-79 school vear. This
represents a decrease of 3,000 from the total in 1977-
78 of approximately 65,000. Nonwhite or non-Anglo
students represent a majority of students attending
public schools in Boston for the 1978-79 school year.
The student body includes 28,443 blacks, 24,660
whites, and 9,547 others, primarily students of
Hispanic origin. The school district’s facuity for the
1977-78 school year totaled 5,133, including 4,283
whites, 649 blacks, and 201 others. The Boston
School Committee is comprised of four whites and
one black. Prior to 1978-79 all committee members
were white, v

The Boston school district in FY ’78 recetved
$5,448,806 in Elementary School Aid Act (ESAA)
funds, $8,849,604 in Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) funds, and $4,998,999 in
Bilingual Education funds. In FY °79 these figures
were $4,496,602 for ESAA funds, $10,390,677 for
ESEA funds, and $5,427,000 in Bilingual Education
funds, which includes $306,238 for the Lau compli-
ance unit. Teachers have received little school
desegregation training.

Desegregation Status

The Boston public school system has been gradu-
ally desegregated under court order since 1974
through redistricting, the creation of magnet schools,

and mand-tory busing involving black a2 white -

schools. In 1975 the Federal district court placed

South Boston High School in receivership because of~

the Boston School Committee’s failure to carry out
the court’s desegregation order. Since 1976 there
have been no major changes in we desegregation
plan. However, the desegregatior: of kindergarten
was ordered in May 1977 under the third phase of
the plan. In' 1978 approximately 150 schools were
desegregated, and minority student enroliment at
those schools approximates "that -of white enroll-
ments. About 10 predominantly white schools in
East Boston have been excluded from the desegrega-
tion plan.

Also in 1978, the Federal district court removed
South Boston High School from receivership, and a
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decision was made to phase out the citywide
coordinating council, a . court-established citizen
advisory committze, by the end of the year. Thus,
authority for desegregation efforts has been returned
by the court to the School Committee and school
staff. .

: Dﬂegrega(mn of district schools has reportedly
increased parental participation in school affairs.
Community groups involved in the desegregation
process consist of a citywide education coalition and
the court-ordered parent advisory councils (CPACs)
and community district advisory councils (CDAC:s).
The termination of the citywide.coordinating council
has left the CPACs and CDACs with the major

responsibility for involvement. Business and educa-
tional institutions have also become involved in the

educational process, and tensions as well as pupil
suspensions have decreased. In the 1977-78 school

year total suspensions were 4,891, of which .63
percent were black, 30 percent were white, and 7
percent were Hispanic, Asian American, and Ameri-
can Indian. The figures demonstrate that blacks were

" suspended at double the rate of whites.

The school system has continued to lose both
blackgmd white students who are transferring to
privalt or parochial schools in the city. Other
problems include continuing activity by antibusing
groups, occasional racial incidents in the community,
unresolved bilingual issues, and underrepresentation
of black and Hispanic teachers and administrators.

-

Bunalo, New York -

Profile

Total student enrollment in Buffalo for the school
year 1977-78 totaled 53,764 students. This figure
included 26,285 whites, 24,615 blacks, 2,054 Hispan-
ics, 729 American Indians, and 81 Asian Americans.
In the 1970-71 school year there were 41,076 whites,
27,157 blacks, 1,535 Hispanics, 456 American Indi-

‘ans, and 76 Asian Americans. The school district’s

faculty in 1977-78 included.3,098 whites and 445
mmonues, compared to' 3,207 whites and 385 -
minorities in the 1970-71 school year. Administrative
staff in 1977-78 included 192 whites and 36 blacks.
In 1970-71 the figures were 263 whites and 24
minorities. There are currently three blacks and six
whites on thé school board, which represents an
increase of two blacks since the 1970-71 school year.
Buffalo public schools received $19.9 million in

13



Federal assistance in 1977-78, compared to $9.3
million in 1970. :

Desegregation Status

Schoot desegregation in Buffalo began with a
complaint filed in i964 by a coalition of black
parents, which led to the issuance of a desegregation

order by the State commissioner of education. Until

1976 only limited desegregation was achieved
through a voluntary open enrollment plan and the
Quality Integrated Education program. In 1976 a
Federal district court found that the Buffalo school
system was intentionally segregated and ordered the
city and State to devise a comprehensive plan.
Implemented primarily in 1976 and 1977, the plan
closed some schools and created magnet schools,
made improvements in curriculum at all schools, and
involved the voluntary busing of students to those
schools. Of approxjmately 85 schools, 12 remained
segregated in 1978, however, and the school adminis-
tration iz considering the creation of 12 magnet
schools to desegregate hose schools. Since 1976 two
magnet schools, a Montessori school, “a follow-
througk for Head Start” school, and a school
specializing in the performing arts for grad:ss 5
through 10 have opened. At least one high school will
open in September 1979 as a skill center vocational
high school. The superintendent reported that each
of the high schools will be “fully integrated by
September 1979.”

Several desegregation-related programs were con-
ducted in 197778, supported by funds provided by
the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act
(CETA), ESAA, ESEA, and the local school board.
The programs, which involved teachers, paraprofes-
sionals and other aides, security guards, and bus
drivers, provided training €oncerning counseling,
parental involvement, and human relations.

" Buffalo citizens are generally pleased with the
desegregation effort, although significant problems
remain. These include remaining segregation and
underrepresentation of minority teachers, budgetary
difficulties, and some continuing resistance to bus-
ing. However, some community residents believe
improvements in the schools may have encouraged
some whites to return to the city. They point to a
waiting list for admission to several mnagnet schools
as proof of that theory.

Several community groups have formed to deal
with desegregation-related problems in the city.
These include the Superintendent’s Advisory Com-

mittee, which is,composed of officials of colleges and .
universities, chamber of commerce members, com-
munity leaders, labor leaders, and the clergy; the
School Security Committee, consisting of city-county
law enforcement officials; the Human Relations
Advisory Committee, including parents, teachers,
administrators, and students; and the Advisory
Committee on Title IX, comprised of community
©, ganization representatives. :

The district has an affirmative action program for
recruitment of minority teachers, and the teachers’
examination procedure reportedly has been modified
to encourage greater participation by minority
applicants.

Buriey, Idaho

Profile
Total public school enrollment in Burley in 1977
78 was 4,765, including 88.9 percent Anglos, 9.9

-percent Hispanics, 0.9 percent American Indians,

and 0.3 percent Asian Americans. Total enroilment
in 1970-71 was 4,643, including 91.1 percent Anglos,
7.2 percent Hispanics, 1.4 percent American Indians,
and 0.3 percent Asian Americans.

Faculty and administrative staff in 1977-78 totaled

267 certified staff persons, of whom 262 were Anglos

and 5 Hispanics. Noncertified staff totaled 206 in the
same year, including 182 Anglos and 24 Hispanics,
who are in the district’s career ladder programs to
train teachers. There has been one Hispanic member
of the Burley school board since 1970.

Federal funding for various minority educational
programs in Burley totaled “$430,000. These funds
_include four grants: ESEA Title I, $214,000; Title I,
“Migrant, $93,000; Title VI, Civil Rights, $26,000;
and Title VII, Bilingual, $97,000. The district has
received assistance from the General Assistance
Center in Portland as part of its agreement with

" HEW/OCR on Lau compliance. District teachers

also obtained human relations training from the Title
VII assistance center in Seattle, the three Idaho
universities, out-of-State colleges and universities,
and from professional educational consultants.

Desegregation ' Status

In 1974 an HEW/OCR review found at least one
instance of migrant children being bused past an
exclusively Anglo school to a more distant Chicano
school. The school district eliminated this practice in
1976 through a desegregation plan that changed
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attendance boundaries for elementary schools, creat-
ed new facilities, and redistributed elementary
students among Burley’s schools. HEW's Office for
Civil Rights and Burley school officials also negotiat-
ed the issues of bilingual-bicultural curriculum,
special education classes for Mexican American
children, student discipline procedures, and parental
involvement.

Four committees were set up as part of the
district’s settlement with HEW/OCR: a curriculum
advisory committee, a discipline-dropout prevention
committee, and corhmittees on affirmative action
and special education. All of these groups now
include Hispanic and Anglo members. These com-

mittees reportedly have functioned sporadically .

during the past 2 years but continue to advise the
district,
The district’s desegregation efforts are not openly

supported by the entire Anglo community, but local,

leaders believe that acceptance is increasing. Mexi-
can American parents believe their children are
getting a slightly better education as a result of
desegregation.

School officials, community workers, parents, and
students identify two major problems in Burley
schools as the lack of bilin
disparate disciplinary treatment of Chicano students.
As noted, only 5 of the 267 certified teachers in the
district in 1977-78 were Hispanic. Two bilingual

Anglo teachers recently hired are included in the 267

total. “Despite additional fringe benefits, career
ladder programs for teachers and aides, and an
extensive search, the district’s recruitmeat program
for Hispanic teachers has not been successful.

Mexican American students have complained of
discriminatory treatment by Anglo teachers. In
1977-78 there wer> 39 student suspensions, including
34 Anglos and 5 Hispanics. In 1972-73 there were 49
suspensions, including 43 Anglos, 5 Hxspamcs and 1

" American Indian.

The Mexican American community believes that
correcting the above two problems could result in
significant gains in the number of Mexican American
students who complete high school.

Charlotte-Mecklenburg, North Carolina

Prciiie

Pupil  enrollment in
schools in the fall 'of 1977 totaled 79,116, of whom 36
percent were black. Total enrollment in 1970 was
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.ai teachers and the

Charlotte-Mecklenburg '

79,557 students, of whom 31 percent were black. The
teaching faculty of the Charlotte-Mecklenburg
schools in 1977 totaled 4,670, of whom 28 percent
were black. This represented an"increase since 1969
when about 26 percent of the system s teachers were
black.

As the Charlotte- Mecklenburg system expanded,

the number of principals grew from 102 in 1969,
wheu 19.7 percent were black, to a 1977 total of 106,
of whom 22.6 percent were black. During the 1970~
71 academic year, the school board was made up of 9
white members; by 1977-78, the board had grown to -
Il members and was chaired by 1 of its 2 black
members.
., During the 1978-79 school year, the district
received Federal funds under ESEA Tite
$3,464,150; ESEA Title 1V, $242,553; ESEA Title
VII—bilingual, $175,000; and ESAA —basic desegre-
gation, §$1,071,307.

o

Desegregation Status

Ten years of litigation in Swann v. Charlotte-
Mecklenburg ended in July 1975 when U.S. District .
Judge James McMillan put the school desegregation
case on inactive status and ordered the school system
to monitor and prevent any resegregation. The court-
ordered desegregation plan implemented in 1970-71
was the first in the Nation to use busing to achieve
complete desegregation With minimal revisions the
plan kept the system’s 106 schoois within the court-
mandated enrollment range of 70 percent white and
30 percent black.

‘The 1970-71 plan involved redrawing attendance lines
and desegregating satellite zones for assigning high
schoo! and junior high school students. Zoning, pairing,
and grouping were used in the assignment of elementary
students. The desegregaticn plan was modified in 1974
with court approval. Approximately 5,000 students
(mostly elementary students) were reassigned for the
1978-79 school year in order to maintain the roughly 30
percent black and 70 percent white ratio in the schools.
Nine schools had become predominately black.

The school superintendent believes the communi-
ty, including various groups that had opposed it, now
accepts school descgregation. The extensive use of
busing to achieve desegregation remains unpopular,

however.
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Students have provxded posxtwe leadership within
the schools and in the community itself since 1970.
The director of the Charlotte-Mecklénburg Commu-
nity Relations Cormmittee says that involvement of
both students and citizens is heavily relied upon in
~ all school matters, including curriculum. The Parent
Teachers Association now includes students, and the
NAACP as well as two other nonprofit groups have
special programs to help students. A committee of
parents, teachers, administrators, and students re-
cently completed an 8-month study of junior high
schools and made Suggestions for improvements.

Discipline, segregated classrooms, and proper
counseling are considéred by black and white leaders
as significant challenges still faced by the school
system. Durmg the 1972-73 school year, more than

3.500 suspensions were made—60.7 percent of these *

were black. By 1975-76, the total had been cut to
under 3,000, but the black suspensiens remained
disproportionately high, at nearly 59 percent.

With cooperation from school officials, the num-
ber of racially identifiable classrooms is decreasing,
but is still considered a serious problem. In elementa-
ry schools only 1 percent of the classes are racially
identifiable by HEW standards; 10 percent of the
Junior high classes and 28 percent of the senior high
classes are counted as racially idcntifiable.

The school superintendent believes that Charlotte
has a real sense of community pride about its schools
and the way in which they have been desegregated:
He promotes this attitude in the community, saying,
“Let's do this because we know it’s right for the kids,
not just because the courts require it.” Under the
watchful eyes of HEW and local civil rights leaders,
his attitude appears to be spreading among students
and parents in the Charlotte-Mecklenburg area.

Chicago, lilinois

Profiie

Total school enrollment in 1977-78 was 512,052,
including 59.9 percent blacks, 23.2 percent whites,
15.1 percent Hispanics, 1.6 percent Asian Americans,
and 0.2 percent American Indians. In 1970 the
student population was higher at 577,679 with blacks
representing 54.8 percent, whites 34.7 percent,
Hispanics 8.9 percent, and ASian Amencans 0.7
percent.

Administrators include 61.5 percent whites, 35.8

percent blacks, 2.1 percent Hispanics, 0.2 percent

American Indians, and 0.4 percent Asian Americans.

In 1970 administrators were 71 percent white, 28
percent black, 2 percent Hispanic, and 2 percent
Asian American.

In 1977-78 the school district’s faculty was 57.9
percent white, 42.3 percent black, 3.6 percent
Hispanic, 1.1 percent Asian American, and’ 0.!

. percent American Indian. These figures show an

improvement in minority representation among
teachers since 1970 when the figures were 64.5
percent white, 342 percent black, 0.6 percent
Hispanic, and 0.6 percent Asian American. The 10-
member school board has 7 white and 3 black
members. In 1970 the board included 8 white and 3
black members.

Total Federal aid to Chicago schools in 1977-78
amounted to approximately $155 million. Federally-
assisted programs included approximately $55 mil-
lion in Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) Title I monies, $2.5 million for bilingual
education programs, $44 million for the lunch
program, and $4,116,535 for miscellaneous education
programs. For the fifth time, requests for funds under
the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) have been
denied.

Desegregation Status

The Chicago school board has been found in
noncompliance with Federal and State regulations
governing desegregation of pupils and teachers on
several occasions since 1964. Except fur withholding
ESAA funds, the Federal response has been to seek
voluntary compliance rather than to impose sanc-
tions. In 1963 the State passed the Armstrong Act
requiring the revision of attendance patterns where
necessary in order to eliminate racial segregation of
pupils. Implementing regulations were promulgated
in 1971.

In 1976 the Illinois State Board of Education
found the Chicago school district in noncompliance
with State pupil desegregation guidelines. The
district was placed on probation and ordered to
create a plan to desegregate Chicago schools. The
Chlcago school board submitted a plan'to the State
in April 1978 entitled “Access to Excellence” in
which various educational programs were proposed
to improve educational opportunities ard to encour-
age desegregation. Magnet schools and academic
and language interest centers were 2among the
proposed programs. The plan accepted some of the
recommendations submitted by a citywide advisory
committee composed of white, black, and Hispanic
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“parents and community leaders. However, the
committee’s recommendation that a mandatory
backup plan be included with the voluntary plan, as
required by Sizte regulation, was rejected.

The Illinois Board of Education provisionally
accepted the Ckicago school board plan but cited
seven deficiencies. These included the plan’s failure

~ to meet State desegregation guidelines on pupil

assignment and the absence of a2 mandatory backup
plan should the voluntary plan fail to achieve its
goal. The State board directed the Chicago board to

remedy the deficiencies by December 1, 1978.

After finding Chicago schools to be in noncompli-
ance with ESAA regulations, the Office for Civil
Rights of HEW and the Chicago school board agreed
in October 1977 to a plan for desegregation. of
teachers and for special services to children of
limited English-speaking ability. In June 1978, the
U.S. Office of Education for the fifth time declared
Chicago schools ineligible for ESAA funds. The
Office for Civil Rights citec the board’s failure to
comply with its earlier agreement to desegregate
faculties and provide special services to- pupils of
limited English-speaking ability. Negotiations on
these determinations of noncompliance and on a
possible Title VI review of the Chicago public school
system continue.

In 1976, Chicago ranked first among Region V
(Minnesota, Michigan, Wisconsin, Illinois, Ohio, and
Indiana) school districts in the number of minorities
suspended or expelled. This included 5 percent
blacks, 4 percent American Indians, 3 percent whites,
3 percent Hispanics, and 1 percent Asian Americans.

The Chicago school board is operating at an
- apparent financial deficit. The “Access to Excel-
lence” plan may cost an estimated $168 million in 5
years. Whether Federal and State monies will be
-provided to cover these added expenses is uncertain.
Meanwhile a group of. businessmen has donated
$150,000 to promote the plan.. v

The issue of school desegregation remains a
critical one in Chicago. Recently, a group of parents
filed suit to prevent further desegregation of the
Chicago schools. The NAACP is considering a suit to
force desegregation. The media provided active
reporting and editorial comment. Political and civil
leaders have been accused in the press and elsewhere
- of lack of leadership and ‘good faith. The citywide

advisory committee, established by the school board
in May 1977 to develop a desegregation plan, is now
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an ad hoc group. that is no longer of’ﬁcnally
operational.

Clark County (Las Vegas), Nevada

Profile

The Clark County school district serves the cities *
of Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, Henderson, Boulder
City, Moapa Valley, and Virgin Valley. Total public
school enrollment in Clark County, Nevada, in 1977

. was 83,956, including 78.6 percent whites, 14.9

percent blacks, 4.5 percent Hispanics, 4 percent
American Indians or Alaskan Natives, and 1.6

percent Asian or Pacific Island Americans. Total - -

enrollment in 1971 was 73,745, including 82.9
percent whites, 12.9 percent blacks, 3.4 percent
Hispamucs, 0.3 percent American Indians, and 0.6
percent Asian or Pacific Island Americans.

The total number of faculty members in 1977 was
3,776, including 3,253 whites, 357 blacks, 124
Hispanics, 32 Asian or Pacific Island Americans, and
10 American Indians or Alaskan Natives. In 1972 the
total number of faculty members was 3,126, includ-
ing 2,847 whites, 210 blacks, 50 Hispanics, 10 Asian

" Americans or Pacific Islanders, and 1 American

Indian. In 1977 the total number of-school adminis-
trators was 238, including 216 whites, 20 blacks, 1
American Indian, and 1 Hispanic. In 1972 the total
number of school administrators was 213, including
201 whites, 1 blacks, and 1 Hispanic. In 1977-78 the
school board included six white members and one
black member. In 1971-72 ail board members were
white.

Federal aid to Clark' County schools amounted to
approximately $12.8 million in April 1978, inclvding
P.L. 874 and school lunch funds. Examples of some
of the sources of funds include the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) $2,102,452; Com-
prehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA)
($692,306); Vocation<d Education Act ($479,199);
Johnson-O’Malley ($68,216) which provides funds
for Indian students who live on reservations; and the
Indian Education Act ($17,792).

District figures for school year 1977-78 showed
5,963 suspensions, including 3,630 whites, 1,683
blacks, 310 Hispanics, 38 Asian Americans or Pacific
Islanders, and 35 Amencan Indians or Alaskan
Natives.
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Desegregation Status

In 197! the Federal district court ordered the
district to desegregate its public schools. Prior to
implementation of a desegregation plan in the 1972-
73 school year, elenentar students had been zoned
to attend neighborhood schools, with an option to
participate in a voluntary desegregation program,
which included the use of magnet schools.

A Program of Social Enrichment (POSE) had been
designed earlier to facilitate interracial sharing of
social and academic learning experiences in order to
overcome various fears, misconceptions, and racist
attitudes among students and parents. Inservice
training for POSE teachers allowed them to plan and
improve the program.

The school system’s department of equal educa-
tional opportunities formed a staff in 1971 to
promote and facilitate desegregation in district
schools, to promote community liaison with all
minority groups witiiin the county, and to implement
an inservice education program for the staff.

Under the plan implemented in 1972-73, three
types of elementary schools were created:

1. Those schools
enrollment greater than 50 percent were converted to
sixth grade centers.

2. Those schools with less than 50 percent black
enrollment were exempted from the plan and
remained K-6 schools.

3. Other metropolitan schools were converted to
K-5 schools.

Black sixth grade students who were assigned to
schools converted to sixth grade centers continued. to
attend their neighborhood school. Wkite sixth grade
students, other than those attending the exempt
schools, were transported to sixth grade centers,
while students assigned to K-5 schools continued to
attend their neighborhood schools. Black students in
grades one through five who would have attended
predominantly black schools were assigned and
transported to the K-5 schools.

Other programs related to desegregation began in

1975-76, supported by Federal ESEA funds. These .

programs provided for training of first grade teachers
to cope better with academic or social problems of
students from the formerly segregated schools,
.:acquainting parents with their children’s new first
grade teachers and schools, and forming a task force
of teachers to study problems of mdmdual pupils
and schools aﬂlcted by the plan.

that had a black student.

Studept acceptance has always been good, and it
would appear to coincide with current administration
and teacher_attitedes toward integration. Teacher
and parent groups, business leaders, the League of
Women Voters, and the NAACP were involved in
planning. Some white parents placed their children in
private schools, but this is no longer regarded as a
problem. Initial opposition to the plan among some
school board members, faculty, and staff has
lessened, according to school officials. Community
leaders believe the process is liziping students learn
to live in a multiethnic world.

Cleveland, Ohio

Profile

Cleveland’s tota] student population for 1976-77
was 119,516, including 58 percent blacks and 3
percent Hispanics. In 1972 the total student popula-
tion was 145,196, of whom 57.8 percent were blacks
and 2 percent were Mexican Americans. While
minority enrollment has increased, white enrollment
has decreased by 1.1 percent. Data are not available
for minority faculty and administratoi, for 1977, but
1970 data show that 2,089 of the 5,149 faculty and
administrators were minorities—2,068 blacks, 11
Asian Americans, 9 Hispanics, and | American
Indian.

Ths school board of nine members currently
includes one black member. In 1970 two of the nine
board members were minorities.

Federal aid to Cleveland schools in 1977-78
amounted to $38,660,000. This consisted of Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education. Act (ESEA) monies
for bilingual education totaling $225,302, ESEA Title
I funds at $8,254,518, and English As A Secoud
Language (ESL), at $332,971.

Desegregation Status

In August 1976 the U.S. district court found that
the Cleveland school board had, in the past,
intentionally maintained a segregated school system.
It ordered a desegregation plan requiring that each
school in the district have minority pupil enrollments
that approximate the percentage of total minority
enrollment in the entire school system. As the school

. administration demonstrated no leadership on behalf

of school -desegregation, the court appointed a
deputy superintendent of schools to develop and
implement a plan in compliance with the court order.

- 37

- -

45



-

The court-ordered plan included pairing school
attendance areas to achieve the 10 percent variation
limitation. The court of appeals decided in Septem-
ber 1978 to delay the implementation of the
desegregation plan until February 1979. The court
cited the lack of money to contract for additional
buses, the teachers’ strike then underway, and the
fact that schools were closed as reasons for the delay.

It is expected that 52,000 students and approxi-
mately percent of the schools will be affected by
deseg:ogation reassignments. Kindergarten pupils
and high school seniors will not be involved,

In April and*again in May 1978, Cleveland voters
defeatea proposals for a tax levy, and the Cleveland
school system has been urable to meet its payroll.
The court, however, has ordered schools desegregat-
ed regardless of the levy failure.

According to some officials, the community was
initially divided on the school desegregation issue,
but it has finally accepted the court order as law. The
Community Relations Seryice of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice reported that public meetings
sponsored by community organizations were con-
- vened in Cleveland to gather information for the
implementation cf the court order. Forty-one repre-
sentatives of 27 community orgamzauons one
representative of the teachers’ union, and individual
citizens participated in developing the plan. The
continuing population exodus from Cleveland en-
compasses both races and is primarily due to

employment and other economic factors, according.
- tolocal officials.

In 1973-74 minority pupil suspensions were 72
percent of the total. Of the total, 70 percent were
black, 28 percent were white, 1 percent were
Hispanic, and 1 percent were other minorities. More
recent suspension data were not available for this
survey.

p
Colorado Spriras, Colorado

Protile
. The Colorado Springs school district enrolled

33,106 students in‘the fall of 1977. Of the total, 9.5 -
percent were Hispanic, 6 percent were black, and 1.5.

percent were Asian American. In fall 1971, total
school enrollment was 34,212 students, of whom 9
percent were Hispanic, 6 percent were black, and 1
percent were Asian American.

Despite a comprehensive affirmative action pro-
gram, minority teachers make up only 9 percent of
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the faculty, approximately half the proportion of
minority pupils in district schools. As of the 1977-78
school year, Colorado Springs employed 1,826
teachers, of whom 91 percent were white, 6 percent

. were Hispanic, and 3 percent were black. In 1974-75,

the district had 1,766 teachers, of whom 93 percent
were white, 4 percent were Hispanic, and 3 percent
were black. That same school year, the district
employed 165 administrators, of whom 93.5 percent
were white, 4 percent were Hispanic, and 2.5 percent
were- black. In 1977-/8, 88 percent of the 147
administrators were white, 7 percent were Hispanic,
and 5 percent were black. The five-member school
board includes four whites and one black, compared
to an all-white board in 1970.

The school district budget in the 1977-78 school
year was-$52 million, which included approximately
$1.5 million in Elementary and Secondary Education .
Act (ESEA) funds for bilingual-bicultur: | programs,
special education, and adult education, to name a
few.

Desegregation Status

Colorado Springs School District No. 11 desegre-
gated its high schools voluntarily in January 1970 in
order to correct racial and ethnic imbalances. The
recommendations of a citizens advisory committee to
the school board were incorporated in a report that
became the basis of the plan to redraw district
boundaries for the four high schools. The boundaries
were changed in order to include a representative
proportion of minority students in the enrollment of
each school. With minor exceptions, junior high

. schools were not affected by the program.

In a few areas of the city, students were given the
option of being bused to a designated school or of
furnishing their own transportation to a school of
their choice. Busing of both minority and white
pupils was necessary, however, to desegregate.receiv-
ing schools in the district. |

In preparation for the opening of a fifth high
school in September 1975, another citizens advisory
committee Was appointed to make recommendations
on pupil reassignments. As with its 1970 predecessor,
the committee was composed of approximately 40
members who reflected the school district’s popula-
tion by race, ethnicity, and sex. Neither committee
functions now. The recommendations of the 1975
committee ‘resulted in the reasSignment of 1,110
students, including I89 minorities, from existing
schools. Teacher transfers were minimal.



School and community leaders indicate that
although some resentment of the program continues
among both minority and white parents, the commu-
nity generally has accepted school desegregation.
School personnel and community leadeis have made

substantial efforts to see that the plan works,

smoothly. Although ‘the plan includes no formal
training for teachers, the school district continues a
multictltural awareness program for its faculty. In
addition, Colorado Springs sponsors student retreats
and plans to increase the cultural awareness element
in its curriculum by spring 1980. Parents continue to
assist in special programs provided by the school to
enhance the process.

Some minority students have complamed about
disparate treatment in discipline and in teacher-
student relauonshnps In 1975-76, the iast school year
for ‘which suspension figures are available, the
district suspended 1,776 students, of whom approxi-
mately 55 percent were white, 24 percent were black,
20 percent were Hispanic, and | percent were Asian
Américan. In 1972-73, 1,275 students were suspend-
ed; of those 62 percent were white, 20 percent were
Hispanic, 17 percent were black, and 1 percent were
Asian American.

Student enrollment has steadily declined, from

35,853 in 1973 to slightly more than 33,000 during

the 1977-78 school year, in spite of a steady overall
population increase in the area. Declining birth rates
and movement to the suburbs for economic reasons
are considered the chief reasons for the decline.

It is generally agreed that the high quality of
education in the district has not been harmed by
school desegregation, and it may, in fact, have been
enhanced by federally-financed programs, such as
bilingual education.

Dade County (Miami), Florida

‘Profile

Dade County, Florida, is best known for its main
- city, Miami. The total public school enrollment in
Dade County in 1977 was 235,000, of whom 40

. percent were Anglo, 31 percent Hispanic, and 29 -

percent black. The enrollment in 1970-71 was almost
238,800, of whom more than 54 percent were Ang.o,
25 percent black, and 20.7 percent Hispanic. The
faculty of the Dade County schools in 1977-78

numbered almost 9,800, including more than 64

percent Anglo, almost 25 percent black, and about 11
percent Hispanic teachers. School officials attribute

the low- percentage of Hispanic teachers to most

applicants being certified by the State only to teach
Spanish. In 1970-71 the Dade County faculty
numbered 10,481. Black teachers were 21.5 percent

-of this total, but no figures were recorded for the

number of Hispanic faculty members. The system’s
administrative channels continued to be staffed
largely by Anglos. Of 225 positions, 77.7 percent
were-held-by Anglos, 13.7 percent by blacks, and 8.6
percent by Hispanics. In 1970-71 the Dade County -
school board was composed of six Anglos and one
black. By 1978-79, the board had five white
members, one black member, and one American
Indian member. :

In 1977-78, the Dade County schools received
$28,411,573 in Federal aid. A total of $10,569,979
came from the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESEA), Title I. Another $620,000 was received
for bilingual education. Assistance under the Emer-
gency School Aid Act (ESAA) totaled $2,897,387.
Almost $15 million in funds for impact aid and

_refugees was also provided.

Desegregation Status

In 1971 the Dade County school district was
declared unitary by the Federal district court, but the
court established a biracial, triethnic advisory com-
mittee to monitor further desegregation develop-
ments.

The district conducted desegregation workshops in
1970 for faculty and administrators. Human relations
teams that conducted the workshops remain avail-
able by request but tend to work more in the area of
discipline than on desegregation issues. Multiracial
student committees were also formed. Today these
groups are multiracial and multiethnic and deal with
a variety of student issues. .

The school board reported that in 1 1976-77 its 254
schools included 69 that had a black enroliment of
less than 5 percent. Another 10 schools had an Anglo
enrollment of 5 percent or less; 10 schools had all-
black and 5 had all-Anglo student enrollments.

Dade County’s school superintendent reports that
community involvement in school desegregation has
been substantial. A State law requires that county.
school districts have citizen advisory committees.
The Dade County school district has expanded this
requirement and has obtained a private grant to
create 180 advisory committees to serve individual
schools. Citizens have participated in public hearings
where proposed -changes in attendance zones were
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discussed. Strong protests from Anglo parents at
hearings held in 1978 resulted in the school board’s
“rejection of staff recommendations for busing Anglo
students to desegregate the only all-black high school
and the pairing of predominately Anglo and black
elementary schools. The two elementary schools were
later paired under court ruling. Increasingly con-
cerned about the quality of education, parents, both
black and white, members of the school board, and
the superintendent himself are unhappy with the
extensive busing of black students and reportedly
will accept schools that are essentially segregated.
The philosophy of the superintendent is to provide
resources to schools according to the needs of
students served or, more explicitly, to allocate greater
resources to meet greater needs rather than equal
resources for unequal r.eeds. According to one school
board member, new schools are being built for
Anglos moving out of Miami, and Hispanics and
blacks are left bechind to attend the ‘“‘desegregated”
schools in Miami. The Biracial Tri-Ethnic Commit-
tee has made récommendations for maintaining a
“unitary district and has criticized the district for
being overly responsive to Anglo parents’ demands.
Minority students fared poorly on a new State
literacy test required for high school graduation.
Seventy-seven percent of black 11th graders tested
for math competency failed, as did 38 percent of
Hispanic 11th graders and 21 percent of the Anglos
in that grade. The class of 1979 will be the first
required to pass the test, which measures competency
in communications as well as math. The president of

the local NAACP said that a suit against the State .

department of education is planned because of the
disparities in test results. The American Civil
Liberties Union in Miami has sued to prevent use of
the test in the awarding ‘of high school diplomas.
HEW has also expressed concern about the test and
has noted that if the examination is given only in
English, the use of the test results may violate the
rights of Hispanic students.

Regaining and maintaining levels of desegregation
previously achieved in Dade County now appears to
be the major problem facing the district. Anglos are
leaving the city even though: they have often
successfully pressured the school board not to bus
more Anglo students to black schools or to pair
additional schools. The black community has carried
the burden of transpor-ation thus far and is no longer .
willing to do so. Hispanics according to the
president of one activist group, are disturbed about

]
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their lack of influence on school policy, their
substantial underrepresentation on the district school
staff, and that Hispanic students, another minority,
are those actually desegregating all-black schools.
In 1977-78, pupil suspensions were reduced to
8,135 from a total of 10,117 in 1970-71. The 1977-78
- figures indicate that black students, who make up 29
percent of Dade County students, received more
than 50 percent of all suspensions that year. Despite
these problems, HEW officials have cited the
cooperative attitude of school administrators as a
reason for optimism in seekmg to resolve problems in
county schools.

Denver, Colorado 3

Profile

In fall 1970, 95,754 students were enrolled in
Denver’s full-timc day public schools. Of that total
62.2 percent were Anglo, 22 percent were Hispanic,
14.6 percent were black, 0.8 percent were Asian
American, and 0.4 percent were American Indian. In
1977 total enrollment had dropped to 70,118 and the
percentage of Anglo students had fallen to 47.1
percent. Hispanics. were 29.7 percent, blacks 21
percent, Asian Americans 1.5 percent, and American
Indians 0.7 percent of the fall 1977 enroliment. This
decrease is attributed to the declining birth rate and
various economic factors, but there also seems to be
little doubt that some of the decline in Anglo siudent
enrollment was due to dissatisfaction with the
desegregation program. At some schools, Anglo
enrollment has slipped below court-approved guide-
lines. Indications are, however, that the enrollments
have generally stabilized. .

At the same time, the number of minority faculty,
administrators, and school board members has
increased. The number of minority teachers in-
creased from 466 in 1970 to 717 in fall 1977. Hispanic
teachers increased from 2.5 percent of all teachers in
1970 to 7 percent in 1978 and blacks from 7.9 percent
in 1970 to 10.9 percent in 1978. Asian Americans and
American Indians were 1 and 0.1 percent of all
teachers, respectively, both in 1970 and 1978.
Minority administrators have increased from 13.1
percent of the total in 1970 to 20.3 percent in 1977.
Black administrators increased from 9.4 percent in
1970 tc 11 percent in fall 1978. Hispanics increased

“from 3.1 percent to & percent, and Asian Americans
 fose from 0.6 percent to 1.1 percent of all administra-
tors during that period. As in 1970, there were no
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American Indian administrators in fall 1978. In 1970
only one of the seven school board members was a
minority person (a black woman). In the fall of 1978,
two members were Hispanic, and the board president
was black.

Of the total school budget of $168 million for
1978-79. approximately $8.4 million represents,Fed-
eral aid, much of which funds Dénver’s’ bilingual-
bicultural programs.

‘Desegregation Status

On June 19, 1969, eight minority school children
and their parents filed suit in Denver against the
school district alleging discriminatory treatment
because of segregation in the public schools. In 1973
the Supreme Court in Keyes v. School District No. 1
upheld the use of busing to achieve desegregation in
Deaver and held that systemwide desegregation is
Justified if it is determined that “an intentionally
segregative policy is practiced in a meaningful

~ segment of a school system.”

Some desegregation of elementary levels has been
achieved "by. changes in attendance boundaries.
However, 46 of the 93 elementary schools were
desegregated through the pairing of predominantly
Anglo schools with those having large minority
student enrollments. In junior and senior high
schools, desegregation was carried out exclusively
through boundary changes and the establishment of
satellite attendance zones—expanded attendance
areas that include different ethnic groups from
various parts of the city. The Denver plan requires
that approximately 19,000 pupils in grades | through
12 be transported for desegregation purposes.

School officials and community representatives
agree that there is now much greater acceptance of
the program by parents and the community in
general, although some opposition to busing remains
among the white families ir southwest Denver. A
press survey of Hispanic community leaders in

- Denver revealed that they are nol enthusiastic about

desegregation, preferring neighbortiood schools in
their closely-knit communities. They fear that the
district’s bilingual-bicultural education programs will
be weakened in the newly desegregated schodls, but
most accept desegregation as a fact of lifz.

The 18-member Community Education Council
(CEC), a multiracial citizens committee appointed by
the court to monitor the plag, continues to seck to
resolve any desegregation problems that arise. In
addition, each school is required to form a human

relations committee of faculty, students, and parents’
to meet with the principal for the purpose of
planning the human relations program for the
coming school year.

Student acceptance is notnceably greater now
compared to previous years, especially in the lower
grades, although some self-segregation among minor-
ity groups has been observed in classrooms. There
have been no incidents of violence during the past
year, and the few discipline problems in the dxstnct
have not been race-related.

Since implementation of the districtwide desegre-
gation plan in 1974, the total number of student
suspensions has decreased, although the percentage
of minority suspensions has increased. In 1972-73, a
total of 6,632 students were suspended, compared to
5183 in 1977-78. The 1972 figure includes 40.5
percent Anglos, 36.5 percent blacks, 22.6 percent
Hispanics, 0.2 percent Asian Americans, and 0.2
percent American Indians. In 1977-78 blacks repre-
sented 42.3 percent of total suspensions, Hispanics
31.8 percent, Anglos 25.2" percent, Asian Americans
0.4 percent, and Arferican Indians 0.4 percent.

School officials claim that, far from having a
negative effect or. the quality of education, the school
descgregation program has broadened and enriched
the educational experiences available to all students.
Most schools involve students and parents in human
relations training through programs designed for
‘each school. The faculty is required by the court to
participate in human relations training annually. The
requirement was 10 hours for the first 2 years of
desegregation, but schools currently are allowed
some flexibility in the numbers of hours devoted to
this training. )

Des Moines, lowa

Profile "

Total public school enrollment in Des Moines was
36,480 in January 1978, with 85.9 percent white, 10.1
percent black, 1.8 percent Hispanic, 1.3 percent
Asian American, 0.5 percent American Indian, and

.0.4 percent other. Total enrollment for the 1970-771
school year was 45,216, with blacks 8. 1 percent,
Hispanics 0.7 percent, American Indians 0.1 percent,
and other minorities 0.2 percent of that total.

The district school faculty now includes 3,317
whites, 259 blacks, 25 Hispanics, 11 Asian Ameri-
cans, and 5 American Indians for a total of 3,617.
Full-time teachers in 1972 included 1,792 whites, 63
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blacks, 3 blacks, 3 Hispanics, 2 Asian Americans,
and 1 American Indian. The school board's present
composition is one black and six whites, as it was in
1970.

Federal aid to-D=s Moin2s public schools amount-
ed to over $1,814,324 in 1977-78, most of which ($1.6
million) went to Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act (ESEA) programs. Special complementary
projects, consumer education, Indochinese language
projects, Indian education, and projects seeking
alternatives to pupil suspension also received-Federal
funds.

Desegregation Status

In September 1976 HEW/OCR found the Des
Moines public school district to be in noncompliance
with Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act following a
similar finding by the lowa State Board of. Public
Instruction. After many public hearings, workshops,
and community meetings, the Des Moines school
board adopted a voluntary desegregation plan in
March 1977 that was accepted by OCR the following
April.

The plan, implemented in fall 1977, restructured
the assignment of elementary pupils in 10 attendance
centers, which included 5 schools with large black

enrollments and 5 white schools. The closing of one °

black school evoked protest from black parents in
the affected area.

The grades were restructured so that grades one to
three were offered at three of six schools and grades
four to six at others. Three school attendance areas
were merged to offer alternative educational pro-
grams in which heavy emphasis was placed on basic
skills with individualized instruction. The plan
affects 4,100 elementary school students. At both the
-elementary and secondary levels, the plan maintains
a voluntary transfer program, which was first
implemented in 1968. Under the plan no school
would have more than 33 percent minority enroll-
ment in 1977-78. Overall, approximately 16,900
students are affected by components of the desegre-
gation plan.

A citywide adwso:y committee composed of
«community representatives and organizations advises
and consults - with district administrators about
alternatives that would encourage voluntary transfers
and enhance integrated education. Citizens were
allowed to comment on the desegregation plan at
public hearings held by the school board as well as at
workshops and community meetings. The positive
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leadership demonstrated by the board and the
superintendent contributed to a smooth transition for -
the school district. The school board’s plan was
supported by local civil rights groups.

Total student enrollment has declined, as has
enrollment in the attendance areas affected by
desegregation. This has been attributed partly to
enrollment in private schools or movement to the
suburbs and also to an overall decline of the school-
age population within the school district.

Discipline is seen as another issue, although there
have been no reports of major disciplinary problems
connected with desegregation. Suspension data by
race for 1970-71 or 1977-78 were not available, but
total student suspensions for those 2 school years
were 1,159 cnd 2,798, respectively. During the, 1970-
71 school year there were 9 expulsions (2 whites, 7

‘blacks); in 1977-78 there were 16 expulsions -(4

whites, 11 blacks, I Asian American). The school
board in October 1975 approved a districtwide
discipline policy. According to a school board
member, there have bcen many faculty inservice
training sessions in an attempt to avoid discriminato-
ry student discipline problems.

Staff development training programs in 1977-78
involved huma.. relations, cultural awareness, and
bilingual education. Two district surveys show that
students in the merged attendance areas have
responded positively to desegregation efforts.

Detroit, Michigan

Profile : R
Total school enrollment in Detroit in, 1977 was -
226,288, of whom 81.8 percent were black, 16 percent -
white, 1.7 percent Hispanic, 0.2 percent American
Indian, and 0.1 percent Asian American. In 1971
enrollment was 289,763, including 63.6 percent black,
34.5 percent white, 1.3 percent Hispanic, 0.2 Asian
American, and 0.1 percent American Indian.

In 1977 of the 9,515 faculty members, there were
5,170 blacks, 4,239 whites, 60 Hispanics; 37 Asian
Americans, “and 9 American Indians. In 1971 the
faculty of 11,288 included 6,436 w'ates, 4,763 blacks,
45 Hispanics, 35 Asian Americans, and 9 American
Indians. Minority administrative staff increased to
843 in 1977 (827 blacks, 11 Hispanics, 3 Asian

" Americans, 2 American Indians) from 589 in 1971

(581 blacks, 5 Asian
Detroit’s central board of

ericans, 3 Hispanics).
cation now consists of



- 13 members, of whom 8 are black and 5 are white. In
1971 the composition was 10 whites and 3 blacks.
Federal aid to Detroit public schools gmounted to
$68.5 million in 1977, more than double the 1971
figure of $31.3 million. The 1977 aid iffcluded monies
under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA), Comprehensive Employment and Training
Act (CETA) for youths, work experience programs,
licensed practical nursing programs, and Emergeney
School Aid Act (ESAA) projects, among others.

Desegregation Status

Finding constitutional violations in the Detroit
public schools, the Federal district court in 1975
ordered desegregation through a plan developed to
take effect January 26, 1976. That plan provided for
the implementation of educational components in
the areas of curriculum, counseling, and testing as
well as for faculty and pupil desegregation. Inservice
workshops for both staff and students have dealt
with magnet schools. intergroup relations, eth-
nic/minority awareness, crisis preveniion, teacher
expectations, and human relations. A 1972 court
order had mandated cross-district husing, but the
Supreme Court of the United States reversed that
order in 1974 on the grounds that no constitutuional
violations were found in the affected suburbs of
Oakland and Macomb Counties.

In August 1978 the Federal district court reaf-
firmed its 1975 pupil transportation order and told
the¢ school board to develop a plan to exchang.
students from the central city (80 percent black at the
elementary level) and the southw.st side of Detroit
(40 percent white, 40 percent black, and 20 percent
Hispanic at the elementary level } The central school
board submitted a plan, as required; to the court at
the end of August 1978 that opgosed the additional
busing required to exchange students. The district
court has not taken action regarding the 1978 school
board plan.

The initial reaction to desegregation was not as
adverse as many had anticipated. Implementation

was peaceful. Community participation in the plan-

ning process was intense and has continued through-
out implementation. The Federal district court
established community relations councils at each
public school to assist in resolving any problems
connected with desegtegation. A monitoring com-
~ mission was appointed by the court in the Milliken v.
Bradley litigation. The commission consists of 80
members with an executive committee of 20. Mem-

,54

bers serve individually although they have ties to the
urhan coalition known as New Detroit, the NAACP,
the Urban League, Wayne State University, and
business, industry, and labor organizations. Annther
group, more representative of grassroots concerns,
the Superintendent’s Committee on School Desegre-
gation, was appointed by the superintendent in 1974.

The NAACP, a party to Milliken v. Bradley, and
La Sed, a Latino organization that has tried
unsuccessfully to intervene in Milliken v. Bradley,
have also assisted in resolving desegregation-related
problems. _

Minority students are now over 80 percent of the
student enrollment in Detroit public schoois. Only

“about 5 percent of white pupils have transferred since

the beginning of the desegregation plan. This is the"
same rate as before desegregation. Most pupils
leaving public schools transfer to eitlier suburban or.
private schools.

Potential prcblems exist in the provision of
bilingual education and other educational services
for non-English-speaking students. State law requires
the provision of bilingual education in school
attendance areas with 20 or more students whose
primary language is not English. Collectively, stu-
dents in Detroit speak more than 30 ‘anguages, with
Spanish and Chaldean the two most common.

Some community groups express dissatisfaction
with some technical and educational aspects of the
plan. The most common complaint is that program
improvements do not appear to be directly and
positively affecting students. Discipline problems are
still present. In 1977, 3,356 students were suspended,
of whom 3,076 were black, 263 were white, 12 were -
Hispanic, 3 werc American Indian, and 2 were Asian
American. Such school suspension data werg not
collected prior to 1976. .

= Action on the vocational education component
has been slower than anticipated. Sites for four of the
five planned votatignal centers have been selected.
Two will be located in the northwest quadrant of the
city, one will be located in the medical ceater near
Wayne State University, and one will be on i east
side of the city. Construction cn the medical center
vocational school, which will offer courses in health
services, has Bégun. Preliminary approval has been

_given to the educational aspects at the four centers.
The fifth site has not yet been designated but will .~

likely adjoin a vocational school at the city airport.
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Fairtax County, Virginia

Profiie

The Fairfax County school district in northern
Virginia enrolled 132,312 students in fall 1977. Of
that total, 91 percent were white, 5.1 percent black,
2.6 percent Asian American, 1.3 percent Hispanic,
and 1 percent American Indian. In 1974-75 total
enrollment was 136,210, of whom 94.7 percent were
white and 5.3 percent minority.

The school district reports that there were 6.521
teachers, including 174 principals and 59 administra-
tors and managers, on its staff in 1977-78. In 1974
75 the figures were 6,126 teachers, 168 principals,
and 65 administrative personnel. In 1978-79 there
were 450 black teachers and administrators out of a
total of 8,000 school employees. Ten of the 122
elementary schovls currently have black principals.
One of the 23 secondary schools and 1 of the
intermedizte scheols has a black principal, and there
is | black on the superintendent’s top staff.

Fairfax County school board members are ap-
pointed by the county board of supervisors. Since
1971-72 three blacks have successively held one at-
large seat on the board. Nine stu-ents, including one
black. have been appointed to the board since 1971.

Federal aid to Fairfax County schools in 1977-78
included $17.067.735 for the school operating fund,
wiith an addiiionai $2,0/2881 fur iie schooi funch
program. Of the operating funds, $13,021,165 came
in the form of Impact Aid. The recmaining amount
came as categorical grants associated with ESEA
Title I. Title {V-B, Head Start, adult education, and
veterans education, among others.

Desegregation Status

Descgregation in Fairfax County began with
voluntary desegregation in the early 1960s. The
school district planned to assign a small percentage
of black students to each white school. Black parents
and students resisted this arrangement and brought
suit to prohibit the execution of the plan. As a result
of tne suit, in July 1964 the school board was ordered
by the U.S. district court not to assign or transfer
students solely on the basis of race or color. In
compliance with this order, the school board con-
ducted a broad review of school attendance areas
and required all students residing in the attendance
area served by a particular school to atiend that
school. This resulted in desegregation, with minority
enrollmen.. at individual schools ranging from 0.4
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percent to 49.7 percent. In 1567 the first district court
determined that the district had complied with its
desegregation order.

The establishment of a department of human
relations by the Fairfax County school board in 1971
helped create a favorable climate for desegregation.
The department has emphasized a multiethnic/racial
program approach. It also conducts a program that
assists district personnel in acquiring positive human
relations skills and attitudes. The department is in
close touch with advisory, civic, and parent groups '
and school personnel in developing a school environ-
ment conducive to effective\teaching and learning,

The school board has conducted a survey to
ascertain the rate of suspensions by race and
ethnicity and will soon release its report. In reports
received for school year 1974-75, the total number of
suspensions was 2,149, including 88.1 percent whites,
11.4 percent blacks, 0.4 percent Hispanics, and 0.1
percent Asian Americans.

A human relations advisory commitiee consisting
of representatives of many volunteer organizations in
the county, minority parents, and other persons
concerned about human relations issues reports to
the school board on the progress of human relations
programs in the schools.

The school board has directed lmplementatlon of
an affirmative action employment plan approved by
the board 1n June 1978, Under the pian, more
minorities and women are to be hired in professional,
supervisory, and administrative positions. According
to the plan, by 1983 racial minorities will constitute
approximately 11 percent of the connty’s profession-
al teaching staff, women will be 45 percent of school
adminisirators, and men will make up 12 percent of
the teaching staff at the elementary level. In October
1978 an equal employment cpportunity coordinator
was appointed.

Citizens groups have been active in school desegre-
gation activities in Fairfax County. They advise the
school on problems such as those involving school
suspensions. The community groups may also be
called upon by the school board to review school
board policies, such as those that relate to affirmative
action.

Successful desegregation in Fairfax County is
attributed, in part, to its relatively small minority
population. Another factor is the absence of commu-
mty groups actively opposing descgregatior. Many
residents work for the Federal Government and are
exposed tc diverse racial and ethnic groups. There



appears to have been no significant increase in white
student movement to avoid desegregation.

Hilisborough County, Florida

Profile

Hillsborough County public school enroliment in
1977-78 was 112,527, including 20 percent black
students and 4.5 percent Hispanics. Enrollment in
1970 was 105,418. of whom 19.4 percent were black
and 6.4 percent Hispanic. In fal! 1978 the faculty of
the Hillsborough County schools included about 17.3
percent black personnel; in 1970 the faculty was 16.2
percent black. Faculty data were not available for
Hispanics. The administrative staff totals 450 per-
sons; among this number there are 137 blacks and 25
Hispanics. In 1970-71, at the time of desegregation,
the county school board was composed entirely of
white members. During 1977-78, the board had one
black and six white members.

Federa! financial assistance to the Hillsborough
County 'schools in 1977-78 included almost
$1,955,044 in programs under the Emergency School
Aid Act (ESAA), with $798,132 spent for bilingual
programs. Federal grants to aid desegregation
programs in Hillsborough County have totaled
$35,170,703 since 1970.

Desegregation Status

Legal efforts to desegregate the Hillsborough
County schools began in 1958 when the NAACP
filed suit against the local board of education.
Thirteen years of delay followed, but in 1971 the
district court ordered desegregation of the system
with individual schools reflecting the racial composi-
tion of the system as a whole. Pairing, clustering,
grou;'ing, and satellite attendance zones were used to
desegregate the district schools. A citizens’ school
desegregation committee was established by the
district to assist in planning for desegregation.

Desegregation resulted in the closing of no
traditionally black schools and the busing of most
black students for 10 of their 12 years in school;
busing of white students was restricted to only the
sixth and seventh grade years. Workshops in prepa-
ration for desegregation involved educators in
training on race relations, multiethnic relations, and
interpersonal communications.

School desegregation in Hillsborough County has
proceeded since 1971 with strong citizen support and
only minor student difficulties in the schools. Some

black parents continue to be concerned about the
high suspension rate of black students who, at only
20 percent of the total student enroliment, make up
more than 42 percent of all suspensions. Some black
parents also continue to express dissatisfaction with
the 10 years of busing imposed upon their children
by the desegregation plan.

indianapolis, Indlana

Profile

Total school enrollment figures for Indianapolis in
1978 showed an increase in minority enrollment and
a decrease in white enrollment since 1970. In 1970
HEW reported a total of 106,239 pupils, including
63.8 percent whites, 35.8 percent blacks, 0.2 percent
Hispanics. and 0.1 percent Asian Americans. Total
pupil enrsliment in September 1978 was 73,655. Of
this total, 47.5 percent were black and 0.7 percent
were other minoritics, including Asian Americans
and Hispanics.

The teaching faculty of 4,117 in 1970 included 76.8
percent whites, 22.7 percent blacks, 0.3 percent Asian
Americans, 0.1 percent American Indians, -and 0.1
percent Hispanics. In 1976-77, 74 percent of the
3,889 teachers were white and 26 percent black. The
school board composition in 1978 is the same as it
was in 1970, with three black and four white .
members,

For the 1978-79 school year, Indianapolis received
$4.6 million under Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education (ESEA). These Federal monies
support instructional programs, social services,
teacher and classroom aides, and supplies and
materials, in addition to regular programs. Two
Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) grants have been
approved for 1978-79.

 School dcscgregatnon lmgatlon, which- has lasted
10 years in Indianapolis, continues. Desegregation
across district lines in the metropolitan area was
ordered by the court ¢o start in September 1978, but
on August 11, 1978, the court stayed that order until
the second semester of the 1972-79 school year.

Indianapolis is somewhet unusual in that a
metropolitan government, Uni-Gov, which tran-
scends the old boundaries of the city, was creaed

" years ago. The school district was not consol.dated,

however, and housing patterns in Uni-Gov were

" found to foster segregation. Tiie metropolitan school
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desegregation remedy order goes beyond the Uni-
Gov boundaries. v

Black enrollments at the district’s 10 high schools
range from 24.2 to more than 8! percent. Twenty-one
elementary schools have pupil enrollments more than
85 percent black. Resistance to desegregation has
come from a majority of previous school boards and
some white community groups. There have been
some student disruptions related to racial issues, but
they have been minor. Some black community
leaders have objected not to desegregation but to the
provisions of the plan because they felt busing was a
burden imposed disproportionately on black pupils.
Religious organizations and civic groups have sup-
ported desegregation but have expressed reservations
about the actual plan. Some white outmigration has
resulted from desegregation, according to communi-
ty and school leaders.

Several advisory groups have been formed to assist
in carrying out desegregation. A school community
action team consisting of _5 members, including 9
blacks and 15 whites, is expected to carry on
activities dealing with school desegregation and to
make recommendations to the school board. The
education committee of the chamber of commerce
and the human relations task force of the Mayor's
Greater Indianapolis Progress Committee are other
community organizations actively engaged in furth-
ering the eftort.

Several human relations commissions have bee.
established to provide human relations training for
students and faculty in the 110 schools of the system.
To this same end, in late 1976, Rev. Jesse Jackson of
Operation PUSH visited Indianapolis and gave a
presentation to the faculty.

According to one school official, surveys on
student achievement in 1977-78 showed a marked
improvement in test scores of students in some
desegregated schools. Two sets of students, second
graders and sixth graders, who took the California
Achievemem Test showed significant gains in vocab-
ulary and rc  :ng comprehension.

In the area of school suspension of minorities, the
1976 survey conducted by HEW/OCR ranked
Indianapolis fourth among districts in Region V
(Wisconsin, Minnesota, Michigan, Illinois, Indiana,
and- Ohio) with an overrepresentation of minorities
among those students suspended or expelled. Of the
total number of black children in the school system,
more than 14 percent were suspended or expelled.
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Comparable figures for other groups were whites, 7
percent, and Hispanics, | percent.

Jefferson County, Kentucky

Profile

Jefferson County, which includes metropolitan
Louisville, had a fall 1978 public school enrollinent
of 111,000 students, of whom 25 percent were black.
Enrollment during 1975-76, when Jefferson County
schools were desegregated, was 122,000; black
students were then about 23 percent of the total. In
1978 about 18.6 percent of the faculty of the
Jefferson County schools are minorities, primarily
black. In 1975-76, at the time of desegregation, the
percentage of minority ' teachers was also 18.6
percent. Administrative staff in 1978 numbered 166-
87 percent white and 13 percent black. In 1973
administrative staff totaled 144, 83 percent white and
17 percent black.

The elected school board currzntly has 21 mem-
bers, 2 of whom are black. In January 1979 the
school board will consist of seven members, one of
whom will be black.

Federal aid to Jefferson County schools in 1977-
78 totaled $25 million. Most of this amount funded
school lunch, ESEA Title I, and ESAA programs.
Over the past year the schools have been involved in
a program of inservice training that has ircluded
multicultural awareness seminars, a positive alterna-
tives to suspensions project, and other training
supported by general funds and ESAA monies.
Students are provided training through the system’s
human relations program, peer group rap sessions,
the alternatives to suspensions project, and an
adaptive skills project.

Desegregation Status , : o
In 1956 Louisville area sckocls began'a program of
voluntary desegregation, ending a history of total
segregation imposed by State law. School redistrict-
ing had only limited effect, however, because broad,
“free-choice” transfer policies left largely intact the
distinctive racial character of individual Louisville
schools. In 1971 the Kentucky Civil Liberties Union
and the local Legal Aid Society filed a desegregation
suit against the county school system. In 1972 the
NAACEP and others entered court seeking desegrega-
tion of Louisville city schools. In mid-1975 the court
of appeals ordered prompt desegregation of area



schools in fall 1975; by this time county and city
schools had been merged under State law.

The desegregation plan ordered by the district
court used school clusters and established a require-
ment that each schoo! have between 12 and 40
percent black enrollment. White students would be
transported | or 2 years out of their 12 in school.
Black students would be bused for & or 9 years.

This plan was implemented but drew strong,
sometimes violent, opposition from angry white
opponents. Groups opposing the desegregation plan,
such as “Save Our Community Schools” (SOCS),
have steadily lost strength in the local area, however,
and general calm has prevailed in the schools since
1975.

The executive director of the Kentucky Commis-
sion on Human Rights describes the desegregation
plan for the Louisville-Jefferson County schools as
“a good plan which is working out well.” He believes
that the plan has even had the indirect result of
producing increased housing desegregation.

. He cited as a problem the high level of black

suspensions from classes; black students are about 25
percent of enrollment but almost 53 percent of all
suspensions. A further problem is resegregation of
many individual schools as shifts in residential
patterns have produced white or black enrollments in
individual schools that are inconsistent with the
desegregation plan. The Kentucky Commission on
Human Rights has also concluded from its review of
the employment practices of the Jefferson County
school system that the schools “have failed to
-effectively implement affirmative action and follow
the personnel procedures ordered as part of the
desegregation plan.”

Nevertheless, in spring 1978 the Federal district
court released the local schools from its desegrega-

tion order but noted that the problem of suspensions -

should be reviewed, pupil transportation should be
monitored, and human relations programs in the
schools should continue. '

Numerous groups have actively involved them-
selves in the desegregation of the Louisville-Jefferson
County schools—among them are the NAACP, the
local Urban League, the Task Force for Peaceful
Desegregation, Black Protective Parents, and others.
The Kentucky Commission on Human Rights has
indicated that * nd other groups will continue to
follow closely wne operation of the local schools,
watching with particular care the enrollment trends
in various schools.

~

Kansas City, Kansas

Profiie

In 1977-78 Kansas City schools enrolled 27,762
students, of whom 53.4 percent were white, 41.4
percent black, 4.8 percent Hispanic, 0.3 percent
American Indian, and 0.3 percent Asian American.
In 1972 total student enrollment was 32,947, includ-
ing 61.7 percent white, 34.3 percent black, 3.7 percent
Hispanic, 0.2 percent American Indian, and 0.1
percent Asian American. Faculty data for 1977-78
were not made available by the school district, but in
1972 HEW/OCR reported that there were 1,386
teachers, including 1,075 whites, 298 blacks, 9
Hispanics, 2 American Indians, and 2 Asian Ameri-
cans. Of seven persons currently serving on the
school board, one is black and the rest are white.
Information on Federal financial assistance was nct
provided by the superintendent’s office.

Desegregation Status

In February 1977 the U.S. district court ruled that
five schools in the Kansas City, Kansas, school
district represented vestiges of a dual school system.
In compliance with the court order, the school
district implemented a desegregation plan in Septem-
ber 1977. .

The plan converted one all-black high school
(Suntner) to a magnet school academy of arts and
sciences for the academically talented, closed one
Junior high school, and gave children attending three
black elementary schools the opportunity to attend
predominantly white schools. The plan called for the
mandatory transfer of 675 black junior high school
students, resulting in one-way busing of black
children only. Seven other schools, which had

‘become virtually all black since 1954, were left- =

untouched as were four elementary schools with
virtually all-white enrollments in 1976-77. In April
1978 the Department of Justice appealed a Federal
district court decision in which the racial imbalances
in these schools were found not to be caused by any
action of the district. That decision is to be reviewed
by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit.

The plan was developed by school administrative
staff under guidelines imposed by the court. Several
board members pledged that white students would
not be bused involuntarily to the black schocls. They
were able to make good on the pledge, as the final
plan required only black students to be bused.

S8
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The past year was marked by orderly transition.

Interest in the new Sumner Academy has exceeded
expectations. As of March 1978, 975 students (60
~percent of them white) had applied for admission.
The district will let Sumner’s enrollment go as high as
700 during the first year. The academy will stress
liberal arts, math, and science; discipline at this
voluntary school promises to be strict, the superin-
tendent reports. Students living 1.5 miles or more
from Sumner will receive free bus transportation.
Special activity buses will be available for students
participating in extracurricular activities.

Student attitudes, as measured by occasional
media reports, have been positive. The superinten-
dent cited an inhouse review showing that atten-
dance, tardiness, and discipline problems have
lessened among former Northeast Junior High
School students.

Faculty desegregation was also required by the
court. The court accepted the district’s proposal to
bring about faculty racial balance in each school,
with a goal of only 5 percent variance.

The declining number of white students remains a
problem. School district figures show that although
black and Hispanic totals have held constant over
the past 3 school years (around 11,500 and 1,300,
respectively), the nuraber of white students fell from
16,734 in 1976-77 to 14,788 in 1977-78. The losc
numbered 850 white students in 1976~77 and 1,096 in
1977-78, the year the plan was introduced.

Although recent suspension and expulsion data
were not made available by the district, information
from HEW's 1976-77 sclioui ycar survey shows that
there were 4.125 suspensions and expuisions in the
district during the year. Of that total, blacks
accounted for 53.1 percent, Hispanics 4 percent, and
American Indians 0.1 percent. No Asian Americans

- were suspended or expelled. -

It is too soon to determine what effect second
generation problems” will have, for example, on such
problems as dropout rates and racially disparate
suspensions. The quality of education and teachers’
salaries are issues of con inuing concern just as much
as desegregation in the Kansas City, Kansas, school
system.

nansas City, Missouri

Profile
In 1977-78, "total public school enrollment in
Kansas City public schools was 45,205, including
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63.9 percent blacks, 31.4 percent whites, 3.5 perce: t
Hispanics, 1 percent Asian Americans, and 0.2
percent American Indians. In 1970-71, Kansas City
enrolled 70,756 students, with 50.2 percent blacks
and 49.8 percent others. In the 1977-78 school year
the desegregated teaching staff included 2,044 whites,
1,972 blacks, 39 Hispanics, 8 Asian Americans, and 3
American Indians. In 1970, there were 897 white and
316 black teachers in the district. As in 1970, the
school board consisted of 6 whites and 3 blacks in
1978.

Federal aid to Kansas City schools amounted to
over $11 million in the 1977-78 school year. That
total included more than $5,424,000 for Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) programs,
primarily Title I, and more than $3,292,000 for
Emergency School Aid (Act (ESAA) programs.
ESAA momnes supported et schools including
the Lincoln Academy for Acceletyted Study.

Desegregation Status

Since 1973 the Kansas City (Mo.) school district
has been engaged in a Title VI review and negotia-
tions with HEW/OCR. An administrative law
hearing was held, and in December 1976 the judge
ruled that the district had failed to dismantle its
former dual system. Both HEW and the school
district appealed the decision.

In September 1977 the district implemented a plan
to eliminate the existing all-white schools. Under the
plan each school was to have at least a 30 percent
minority enrollment, and the number of schools with
minority enrollments in the 30 to 80 percent rahge
rose to 53 in 1977-78, up from 21 the previous year.
‘the plan left untouched “a central corridor,”
including four high school attendance areas, which
remained nearly all-black.

In March 1978 OCR agreed to grant the district
eligibility for ESAA funds if it would desegregate
Lincoln High (the black school prior to 1954) with
the aim of maintaining white enrollment there
between 15 and 30+ percent. The school is.to offe:
smaller classes and unique course offerings to attract
white students.

The district’s 1977 plan was developed by a 65-
member task force that included wide representation
from neighborhood organizations, PTAs, and stu-
aents. This participation and extensive media cover- -
age of the group’s efforts aided greatly in educating
the public abqut the plan. Human relations and
multicultural awareness training was provided ad-

£
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ministrators, faculty, and staff. The program also
involved studeuts at the affected high schools.

While there have been tensions between racial
groups in some schools, incidents have been few and
relatively minor. During the 1977-78 school year, 569
suspensions were recorded, 504 of minority students
and the rest of nonminorities. Community service
agencies conducted a series of student “rap” sessions
in six of the desegregating schools, and the district is
establishing a program to increase public involve-
ment in school affairs.

The district lost 21 percent of its white students
during the first year of desegregation by unofTicial
district count. The loss of black students, by contrast,
was only 6 percent. “Middle class withdrawal”
involving black as well as white students, has
affected the district for some time, thus it is diffcult
to determine how much white outmigration was
triggered by desegregation. It appears that white
children tend to remain in the district if they attend
the same school as before desegregation, but leave
the district or enroll in private schools if they are to
be bused to another school.

As a racially and poverty-impacted. district sur-
rounded by white suburban districts (11 of which
operate within the corporate limits of Kansas City,
Missouri), the Kansas City school district is under-
standably burdened with problems that, it is general-
1y agreed. existed before desegregation. These in-
clude teachers’ demands for salary increases, a
dearth of school supplies, and the closing of schools
because of a declining population. The district is
attempling to deal ‘with such problems through a
system of magnet schools that will seek to attract
out-of-district students, and also through increased
involvement from business and community leaders,
as well as metropolitan desegregation litigation. In
May 1977 the district filed suit in the U.S. district
court seeking to involve 18 adjoining school districts
in Kansas and Missouri in a long-term desegregation
remedy. The suit, strongly recommended by this
Commission’s Kansas and Missouri Advisory Com-
mittees in a January 1977 report, is still in litigation.

Little Rock, Arkansas

Profile

Total public school enrollment in Little Rock
increased slightly from 19,657 in fall 1971 to 21,551
in the fall of 1977. Blacks compri¥ed 43.2 percent of
that total in 1971 and were 59 percent of the 1977
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enrollment. The sghool district’s faculty was nearly
29 percent black in 1970 and just over 31 percent
black in 1977. Administrative staff in 1977 was
almost 23 percent black, as compared with 16
percent black administrators in 1967. There was one
black on the seveh-member school board both in
1970 and in 1977.

Federal aid to Little Rock schools during fiscal
year 1978 amounted to more than $412,000, three-
quarters of which was for Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) Title I programs. District
faculty have participated in courses designed to
improve communication in desegregated schools,
and the district has employed a curriculum specialist
to ensure that minority concerns are included in the
instructional program.

Desegregation Status

As a result of the Federal court decision in Clark v.
Board of Education of Little Rock School District, all
grades in Little Rock public schools were desegregat-
ed by fall 1973. A court-approved biracial committee
was formed at that time to smooth desegregation.
Since then, the Little Rock school board has made
adjustments to maintain desegregation evenly
throughout the district. This has led to additional
student transportation and a decrease in the number
of neighborhood schools. One part of the plan moved
all pnmary schools (kindergarten to third grade) into
the western and north-central sections of the city.
Although the school board believed that this could
slow white outmigration, it put the burden of busing
on the black children in the eastern and central
sections of the city.

A local civil rights attorney has said, ‘Whatever
the Little Rock school board does or does not do,
sooner or later the population of the Little Rock
school district—as the district presently is defined—

‘will be almost all black.” He advocates consolidation
~of the Little Rock and Pulaski County school

districts as the best long-range method of ending
school segregation in greater Little Rock.

Black parents are not particularly happy with the
current, recently revised plan but have little political
leverage to oppose it effectively. They are concerned
with the quality of instruction, faculty desegregation,
and the- disproportionate suspensions of black
students. In 1970, 1,525 students were suspended, of
whorfi 1,119 (73 percent) were black. By 1977 black
students were suspended at an even higher rate. Of
1,212 pupils suspended, 1,041 (85 percent) were
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black. White parents, on the other hand, express
concern over busing, lack of discipline, and lower
academic standards.

According to teachers, bluck and white students in
the Little Rock public schools get along well with
each other. “Race does not sesm foremost in the
students’ minds anymore, as it was 5§ years ago,” said
one teacher.

Long Beach, California

Protile

In 1977-78 total public school enrollment in Long
-Beach public schools was 61,167 students, including
65.2 percent Anglos, 16 percent blacks, 12.9 percent
Hispanics, and 5.9 percent other minorities. Total
enrollment in 1970-71 was 69,927, including 82.1
percent Anglos, 9.1 percent blacks, 6.1 percent
Hispanics, and 2.7 percent other minorities. In 1977
the faculty tota” was 2,463, including 2,10 whites
220 blacks. 59 Hispanics, and 79 other mincrities. 'n
1970-71 the faculty totaled 3,014, including 2,791
Anglos, 143 blacks, 36 Hispanics, and 44 other
minorities. Administrative staff totaled 201 in 1977,
including 173 Anglos. 20 blacks, 5 Hispanics, and 3
other minorities. The Long Beach board of education
has had no minority representation since its creation.

Federal aid to Long Beach schools amounte] to
$7.988,054 in the 1977-78 school year. Examples of
funded programs are: Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) programs ($2,791,435); free-
reduced breakfast, lunch, and Special Assistance
programs ($2,536.188); and vocational education
programs (3289,088). The district conducts human
relations programs to assist in improving interaction
among students, school personnel, parents, and the
community. The school district has incorporated
courses related to desegregation in teacher inservice
training programs for the past 5 years.

Desegregation Status

In 1969 HEW/OCR found that 16 schools in the
Long Beach Unified School District were “racially
imbalanced.” That same year the district adopted a
voluntary enrollment policy. In 1973 the school
board adopted a policy requiring that any minority
junior high school student moving into the atten-
dance area of a school having more than twice the
district average minority enrollment be reassigned in
order to balance enro!lment. According to school
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officials, the district has also used a magnet school
concept to further desegregation.

In 1978, the California State Board of Education
issued guidelines to assist local school districts not
under court order to end racial and ethnic isolation
of minority pupils. The guidelines require that each
district establish criteria to determine whether it has
schools that are, or are in danger of becoming,
minority isolated. If such isolation appears, a plan to
eliminate that isolation must b& submitted for
approval by the local school ooard.

The Long Beach Unified School District respond-
ed by establishing several committees to discuss
implementation of the State r.idelines and to
prepare a plan to complete ~ gzregation of its
public schools. The ‘State Guidelines Committee™
was formed in June 1978 to develop by July 1979
compliance recommendations for approval by the
Long Beach school board. Meanwhile, according to a
district survey of the district’s 53 regular elementary
schools, 10 are more than 90 percent Anglo and 10
others are more than 40 percent black.

Several other district advisory groups have been in
existence to assist in education plans and goals for

" the district. They include the Poly Community

Interracial Council, which has existed for more than
a decade and consists of a group of citizens residing
near Polytechnic High School; the Long Beach
Unified School District Urban Affairs Committee,
composed of community leaders who study local
desegregation efforts and monitor their progress; and
a newly formed independent group known as the
Community Task Force on Integration. All of these
groups include minority representation.

Los Angeles, California

Profile

Total public school enrollment in Los Angeles in
October 1977 was 578,827, including 34.9 percent
Hispanics, 33.7 percent Anglos, 24.5 percent blacks,
6.2 percent Asian Americans, and 0.7 percent other
minorities. Total enrollment in 1970 was 638,277,
including 49.9 percent Anglos, 24.1 percent blacks,
21.8 percent Hispanics, 4.1 percent Asian Americans,
and 0.2 percent other minorities. In October 1977 the
total full-time certificated staff nurabered 24,634,
including 69.4 percent Anglos, 17 percent blacks, 6.0
percent Hispanics, 6.6 percent Asian Americans, and
0.9 percent other minorities. In 1970 the minority
percentage total of full-time faculty was 23.1 percent.
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In 1978 the seven-member school board included one
Hispanic, one black. and five Anglos. In 1970 the
board was composed of six Anglos and one Hispanic.

In 1977 major federally-assisted programs in the
district included bilingual education ($2,763,026);
CETA. ($25360,152); handicapped programs
($3.659,581); and adult education ($1,132,072). In-
cluded among numerous district training programs 1s
the student-to-student interaction program begun in
1977 to help students develop and increase their
ability to interact effectively in multiethnic student
relationships.

Desegregation Status

The suit to desegregate the Los Angeles schools
has been in State courts since 1963. In 1976 the
California Supreme Court ordered the Los Angeles
Board of Education to desegregate its schocls. The
first desegregation plan submitted by hool officials
was rejected by the Los Angeles Superior Court in
1976 as inadequate. That court subsequently gave
qualified approval to a plan that would affect 65,000
students in grades four through eight out of the
district’s total enrollment of 578,827. The plan also
provided for voluntary desegregation activities,
including the development of magnet schools. Of the
65,000 pupils, approximately 35 percent were His-
panic, 34 percent Anglo, 25 percent black, 6 percent
Asian American and Pacific Islander, and 0.7
percent American Indian/Alaskan Native. Further,
the district, at the request of HEW/OCR, agreed in
1976 to certain goals concerning complete faculty
desegregation.

After issuing the preliminary student desegrega-
tion order, the Los Angeles Superior Court appointed
eight expert witnesses to determine whether the plan
should be expanded to include all grades; whether

the school board’s definition of a segregated school.

should be changed so that more predominantly
Anglo schools could be included; what effect school
desegregation would have on bilingual education;
and whether metropolitan desegregation would be
feasible. '

During the 1977-78 school year, the board
continued tc refine its desegregation plan, emphasiz-
ing its voluntary aspects. Once it was determined
how many students had enrolled in the voluntary
programs, the board determined what mandatory
steps would be taken. It formed ‘“educational
leagues,” groupings of predominantly Anglo and
minority elementary and junior high schools, to

provide for future mandatory reassignment of pupils
in fourth through eighth grades; created districtwide
magnet schools; provided for pairing or clustering of
schools; and identified *“mid-sites”’ between some
paired schools to shorten the length of bus rides.

A department within the Los Angeles Unified
School District, Community Network, was establish-
ed in 1977 to disseminate desegregation information
throughout the district. Religious groups, parent-
teacher associations, service organizations, social and
welfare agencies, and youth groups were designated
as contact points for the department.

Community acceptance of desegregation has
varied as each step in the process has been imple-
mented. One week before desegregation began,
antibusing forces filed a request to delay it. The
California Supreme Court and then Justice Rehn-
quist of the Supremne Court of the United States
refused the request. Schools opened on September
12, 1978, without violence or serious difficulty, and
city leaders applauded the peaceful beginning.

Two weeks after schools opened, an estimated 30
to 50 percent of the Anglo students scheduled for
mandatory busing boycotted the public schools or
enrolled elsewhere. By mid-November a considerable
but indeterminate number of Anglo students contin- .
ued the boycott. The school administration has noted
the continued loss of Angles from the district,
suggesting that as time passes desegregation of
district schools will be increasingly difficult to
maintain. In mid-November 1978, the court-appoint-
ed committee strongly recommended development of
a metropolitan desegregation plan involving uumer-
ous communities in the Los Angeles metropolitan
area.

In 1976 total pupil suspensions in district schools
were 48,262, including 43.9 percent blacks, 32.1

_percent Anglos, 27.9 percent Hispanics, 1.3 percent

Asian Americans, and 0.2 percent Pilipino. Compa-
rable data for 1970 were not available.

Milwaukee, Wisconsin

Protile .

Total enrollment in Milwaukee public schools in
fall 1977 was 101,926, including 53.1 percent whites,
40.3 percent blacks, 4.8 percent Hispanics, 1.3
percent American Indians, and 0.5 percent Asian
Americans. In 1969-70 total enrollment was 132,349,
including 70 3 percent whites and others, 26 percent
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blacks, 3 percent Hispanics, 0.6 percent American
Indians, and 0.3 percent Asian Americans.

School district data showed 5,705 teaching staff in
the fall of 1977, while only 5,609 were reported in fall
1972. Minority teachers currently include 927 blacks,
62 Hispanics, 24 Asian Americans, and 4 American
Indians. At present, teaching staff are integrated at
two-thirds of the Milwaukee public schools.

The 15-member school board currently has 13
whites members and 2 black members. In 1970 there
were 4 whites and 1 black on the board.

District federally-assisted programs for 1978 ir-
clude Title I (37,084,833) and Title VII Bilingual
Education of ESEA (3$270.166); and the Indian
.Assistance Act ($137.940).

Desegregation Status

On remand from the Supreme Court, a Federal
district court judge has ruled on the issue of
intentionality in the segregated conditions of Mil-
waukee’s public schools. The judge’s ruling paves the
way for a decision on what remedy, if any, the school
board must take to desegregate the schools. In
August, pending resolution of the remedies issue, the
Judge ordered that the previous court-ordered 1977

desegregation plan remain in effect for fall 1978. The -

remedies issue was before the court in October 1978.

At the opening of the 1977-79 school year, two-
thirds of the districts’ public schools were between 25
and 50 percent black, in compliance with the second-
year school desegregation plan as ordered by the
court. As ordered, a similar balance is being
maintained in 1978-79. Hispanics are not involved in
the desegregation order, having been denied an
opportunity to intervene by the court.

Desegregation, on a voluntary transfer basis,
eniered its third year in September 1978. The court-
approved school board plan calls for schools to be
considered desegregated if they enroll between 25
percent and 50 percent black students. (In the first
year. the allowed ratio was 25 percent to 45 percent
black.) Under this definition, in September 1978, 6 of
the 15 Milwaukee senior high schools were desegre-
gated as well as 14 of the 18 middle schools and 83 of
116 elementar, schools. At present, one-third of the
black and white pupils are being transferred to
schools outside their attendance areas pursuant 5
the court-approved plan. Of those students, 5}
percent are black and 17 percent are white. District
staff believe that Milwaukee schools can meet the
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court's desegregation requirements without resorting
to mandatory assignments.

In the past, Hispanic pupils were not identitied as
a majority. Hispanic parents, however, remain
concerned about the future of bilingual education
programs under desegregation as they are not
considered a minority group under the terms of the
court order.

Initial participation of parents was considered
essential for the desegregation plan’s success. Some
dissatisfaction, however, has been expressed by
parent groups about ‘their limited involvement.
According to one community group opposed to
desegregation, white outmigration has increased in
the past 6 years. The group estimates that more than
9,000 white students have left district schools since
desegregation began. Other community groups dis-
pute these figures and suggest that the decrease is
due to demographic factors and not to desegregation.

Prior to the court order no formal districtwide staff
development programs dealing with desegregation
were conducted; however, beginning in fall 1976
such programs were. implemented. Emphasis in
human relations training centers on crisis prevention-
resolution, strategies for reducing racism and sexism,
problem identification, and problem solving. Some of
these problems are largely interdisciplinary and
instructional and are designed to achieve active
teacher involvement in the desegregation process.
Outside experts are being invited to participate in the
inservice courses.

Faculty desegregation has becn slow and limited.
It has proceeded on a voluntary basis, and most
persons interviewed believe it must become manda-
tory if complete faculty desegregation is to be
achieved. Most students have accepted desegrega-
tion. Discipline problems are attributed to insensitive
teachers who lack human relations training. Some
community organizations say that discipline is one-
sided and applied much more heavily to black
students than to whites. Of all pupils suspended in
1978, 55 percent were black, 36 percent were white, 4
percent were Hispanic, ané 1 percent were American
Indian. Comparable data for earlier years were not
available,

There has been substantial support from com-
mmunity leaders, and several organizations have
Joined to facilitate the desegregation process in
Milwaukee. The NAACP, the Urban League, and
the Urban Community Affairs Council of the
University of Wisconsin in Milwaukee, as well as the
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“Committee of One Hundred” are actively involved
in monitoring desegregation issues. The Committee
of One Hundred, made up of black and white
representatives from each school attendance area,
has been working with the school board in an
advisory capacity.

Minneapolis, Minnesota
Protile

Student enrollment in Minnzapolis public schools
in October 1977 was 47,050. Of that total, 16.4

percent were black, 5.4 percent were American

Indian, 1.3 percent were AsianAmerican, and 1.3
percent were Hispanic. In October 1972 total student
enrollment was 61,889, including 10.6 percent blacks,
3.8 percent American Indians, 0.9 percent Hispanics,
and 0.6 percent Asian Americans. Administrative
and teaching personnel in 1977-78 were 7.9 percent
black, 1.2 percent American Indian, 0.6 percent
Asian American, and 0.6 percent Hispanic. In
October 1972 administrative and teaching personnel
totaled 3,973 with minorities representing 7.8 percent
of that fignre. The school board’s racial and ¢ ‘hnic
composition has remained constant since 1970, ith
one of the seven members a minority person.

Minneapolis schools participate actively in pro-
grams supported by Federal funds. Total revenue
from Federal sources for 1977-78 was $14,972,691.
Federally-assisted programs include, among others,
ESEA Title VII Bilingual Bicultural Education
($115,000); special education services to under-
served/unserved (3215,488); ESAA ($358,312); Min-
neapolis Indian Education Project under Title IV of
the Indian Education Act ($393,712); and English as
a Second Language for IndoChina -refugees
($70,200). An ethnic cultural center opened in fall
1973. The center provides inservice training of
teachers for a curriculum providing multieth-
nic/cultural viewpoints.

Desegregation Status

The U.S. district court, which has retained jurisdic-
tion since the initial order in 1972, ruled in May 1978
that the school district must achieve a desegregated
system by September 1978, with minority representa-
tion limited to not more than 39 percent of any one
minority group or 49 percent of combined minority
groups at any one school, The judge denied the
school- board’s request to allow a school to be

considered desegregated with 50 percent minority
pupils.

During the 1977-78 school year, 15 schools (one a
junior high and another a high schocl) were not in
compliance with the judge’s previous desegregation
guidelines of 35 and 42 percent maximum minority
enrollments at any school. The proposed plan will
increase the number of pupils bused for desegrega-
tion purposes. Under the previous voluntary plan,
about 12,000 students were bused. Members of the
American Indian community have urged the district
not to bus Indian students away from schools
oifering special education programs for Indian
pupils. The May 1978 order by the Federal district
court rejected the contention that Indians are not a
race but a political classification and ruled that
Indians should be considered as minorities in
drawing desegregation plans.

Parents who have generally gone along with the
desegregation plan since its implementation ex-
pressed concern over the district’s proposals to pair
several elementary schools in north and east Minne-
apolis and the closing of eight other schools in the
north and east areas. A group of white and minority
parents sued to keep open one of the eight schools
scheduled to be closed, contending it provided for a
desegregated learning environment. On September
14, 1978, their appeal was denied. Another suit was
filed by the s~hool board to remove the presiding
judge’s jurisdiction over Minneapolis schools. That
appeal was also denied and was then appealed to and
denied by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eighth
Circuit.

A school board study of attitudes at elementary
schools showed that elementary school students’
general attitudes toward schools and their teachers
changed little between 1974 and May 1975, regar-
dless of a student’s race or the racial composition of
the school attended prior to desegregation. In both
years black and white children who attended schools
that were predominantly black prior to desegregation
tended to have less positive feelings about theis
academic achievements after desegregation than
before. Studies of junior high school students,
however, have indicated general student satisfaction
with their desegregated schools.

Student enrollment has decreased from 70,000 to
44,000 during the past 10 years. A major reason for
this decrease is the decline in the birth rate a
Minneapolis. School officials report minimal move:
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mer.t of white families from the city during desegre-
gation.

There has been a marked increase in suspension
rates for all minority students between 1972 and
1977. Minority suspensions in 1972 were 775 or 32.2
percent of all suspensions. In 1977, 1,130 minority
-students were suspended. representing 47.7 percent
of all suspensions, an increase of 15.5 percent over
the.comparable figure for 1972.

Mobile County, Alabama

Protile

Public enrollment in Mobile County schools total
about 63.800 students, 27,860 of whom are black.
The current enrollment ratio of 57 percent white to
43 percent black students represents a slight shift
from the years prior to the 1970 desegregation order
when the school population was approximately 60
percent white’ and 40 percent black. The school
district’s faculty in 1977-78 was made up of 1,813
white teachers (59 percent ) and 1,274 black teachers
(41 percent). During the 1965-66 school year, the
ratio of black to white teachers was the same, but
school assignments were then made on a regregated
basis. Some black principals lost their posts following
school censolidation in 1965. In 1977-78, the Mobile
County schools had 22 black and 63 wk:te principals,
and the administrative staff consisted of four whites
and two blacks. The school board has never had a
black member. but a recent redistricting order by the
Federal district court may lead to the first black
representation on the board.

Federal assistance to the Mobil¢ County public
schools currently totals about $7 million,-$6,043,000
‘of which is earmarked under the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act. Another $800,000 sup-
ports remedial programs. The $7 million in Federal
funds amounts to about 9 percent of the total school
system budget.

Desegregauon Status:

The Mobile County school board has been
involved in desegregation suits for the past 15 years
and is currently operating under a consent decree.
An issue now before the Federal district court
involves a controversy over the location of new
school buildings, an essential ¢lement in the current
court order on desegregation. A site selection
committee of black and white citizens has been
appointed by the court to help determine where new
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schooi structures should be located.

The school uistrict s current plan provides transporta-
tion for all students in the metropolitan area who live 2
miles or more from their respective schools. This policy
has increased significantly the number of students, both
black and white, for whom the system now provides
transportation to and frem school. The plan restructured
all established elementary zones, creating 21 noncontigu-
ous zones and effected the closing of four all-black sub-
standard elementary facilities.

A source in the comm *nity maintains that the original
court order clearly did not eliminate the dual schoo! sys-
tem in the county. Listle desegregation is said 10 have
taken place after the original decree in the case, and black
civil rights leaders are concerned that 40 percent of the
black students remain in all-black schools. Two of the
system's 11 high schools are"attended only by black stu-
dents, and 3 of 15 middle schools have all-black student
bodies.

Although black students make up 43 percent of the
school’s total enrollment. they constituted more than
52 percent of the individuals suspended during the
1977-78 school year. This figure represented a
decline "in black suspensions from earlier years,
however. _

Further desegregation efforts are to include the
transfer of children in rural schools to county schools
within city limits. Some black students and parents
had been concerned that a propesed magnet lcarning
center would cause the closing of Toulminville, an
all-black school of importance to the local minority
community. Recently, plaintiffs in the desegregation
suit and the school board agreed that the new
educational complex will be built on the site of the
old black high school—in the heart of the black
community—and will retain the name, thereby
preserving “Toulminville” as an educational institu-
tion.

New Castle County (Wiimington),
Delaware

Profile

Total enrcllment in New Castle County’s new
consolidated public schools at the beginning of the
1978-79 school year was an estimated 63,445
students. This figure included 75.6 percent whites,
22.6 percent blacks, ana 1.8 percent Hispanics. In
1977-78, the total of 70,941 students in:!uded 76.1
percent whites, 22.3 percent blacks, and 1.6 percent
Hispanics.



Prior to the 1978 merging of 1! school districts in
New Castle County and Wilmingtoncthere were 11
school boards in the areas. There is now one school
board for the entire New Castle County School
District. Of the five members on this new board, one
is black and four are white. An interim board,
esiablished by court order in July 1976, operated
until January 1978. It has 13 members, 3 of whom
were black and 10 white.

In the current school year, there are 3,543 teachers,
of whom 82.4 percent are white and 16.7 percent are
black. In comparison, of the 4,117 teachers in 1976~
77, 81.7 percent were white and 15.9 percent were
black.

Under th2 current desegregation plan, one of the
school districts in New Castle County was exempted
from involvement. The remaining school districts
were divided into four administrative areas with an
area superintendent responsible for the operation of
each. The area superintendents report to the deputy
superintendent for area administration, and the
deputy reports in turn to the superintendent of the
New Castle County School District.

Most employees in the new school district have
been involved in some kind of program to prepare
them for desegregation. These programs have been
operated either by the human relations department
of the school district, tha University of Delaware, or
the University of Pennsylvania. Approximately 1,600
student leaders attended a human relations work-
shop and plauning session. Faculty and administra-
tive staff attended workshops, conferences, and other
meetings. Federal grants have been applied for in
order to increase opportunities for counseling and
training. Some of the training money may be
provided thsough the Emergency School Aid Act
(ESAA).

The amount of Federal assistance to be provided
the district during the current year has not yet been
fully determined. The district may receive $6.6
million from ESAA. Of that total, $2.4 million may
g0 to the human relations department and $2.3
million to special instructors responsible for correct-
ing the disparity between reading levels of children.
The rest of the grant may be used for training and
counseling related to desegregation. Two bilingual
centers have been established for bilingual education,
but the amount of Federal assistance they will
receive is still unknown.

Desegregation Status

Cn July 1, 1978, the Wilmington school district
and 10 other districts in New Castle County,
Delaware, were merged for the purpose of school
desegregation, ordered by the Federal district court
to begin in September 1978. Desegregation was
originally scheduled to begin in September 1977, but
on August 5, 1977, the court granted a postpone-
ment. The court-ordered, one-district plan calls for
all students to go to suburban schools for 9 years and
to Wilmington and DeLaWarr schools for 3 years.
The plan affects about 64,000 studeais, about 21,500
of whom are transported to new schools. Teachers
generally have followed their students to the new
schools. The plan calls for desegregating both
students and faculty. ,

The Citizen’s Alliance for Public Education, an
umbrella organization of about 80 community
groups concerned with a peaceful transition, and the
Community Relations Service of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice provided information to parents and
students and encouraged them to comply with the
law. The alliance operates on grants. The Positive
Action Committee, which opposes school desegrega-
tion involving buusing, has been the most vocal
community group urging citizens to take all legal
means available to avoid compliance.

Community greups, parents, and school adminis-
trators sponsored gatherings and open houses at
various schools. Religious groups have also encour-
aged a peaceful transition. Hispanic and black
community centers have helped to inform parents
and students about desegregation. One of these/
groups, SANE of Delaware, funded by area cefpora-
tions, also sponsored meetings in th)e{:om; to
encourage communibgtion about school desegrega-
tion. :

*‘The Effective Transition Commission” was estab-
lished in August 1978 by the Governor. Its function
is to monitor school desegregation in New Castle
County. Commission members represent. a cross
section of the county’s business, political, communi-
ty, and professional leaders. :

The majority of whites in the county reportedly
opposes the court-ordered plan, and there has been
“white outmigration since 1974. The Delaware De-
partment of Public Instruction, however, has report-
ed little increase in the number of private schools in
the area or in the number of students being accepted
by private schools.
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The black community in the ‘Wilmirgton-DeLa-
Warr area is divided over the issue of student and
faculty assignment. Black students and faculty in
that area will bear the brun: of desegregation, since
they will be bused for 9 years to the suburbs, but
white students and teachers in the suburbs will be
transported for only 3 years to the Wilmington-
DeLaWarr schools.

Though the Delaware General Assembly and the
Governor oppose court-ordered desegregation and
busing, they are now calling for compliance with the
law. The ornginal case, Evans v. Buchanan, which
resulted in the desegregation order, was appealed to
the Supreme Court. On September 8, 1978, Justice
Rehnquxsl denied a final appeal.

esegregation in Septembcr 1978 began smoolhly
wnhoul the anticipated violence. Extra police were
rot needed. Hwever, a teacher strike that began on
Ociober 16 and lasted 6 weeks has reportedly
undermined the desegregation effort. The strike was
held to protest salary disparities and working
conditions.

School suspension data were not available for this
survey.

New York City, New York

Profile ,

Total enrollment in 1977-78 in New York City
public schools was approximately 1,036,243, of
whom 38.1 percent were black. 29.6 percent white,
23.6 percent Puerto Rican, 5.8 percent other Hispan-
ic, 5.8 pércent Asian American, and 29 percent
American Ind:an.

Faculty and administrative staff in 1977-78 num-
bered 58,896, of whom 83 percent were white, 11.4
percent black, and 4.9 percent Hispanic. Asiar
Americans and American Indians totaled less thazi*l
percent combined. In 197! faculty and administra-
tive staff totaled 63,336, of who.n 89 percent were
white. 8.5 percent black, 2.1 percent Hispanic, and
0.4 percent Asian American. In 1977-78 the school
board included one black, one Hispanic, and five
white members. In 1971 the school board was
composed of three whites, one black., and one
Hispanic.

Current Federal aid to New York $chools amounts
" 1o approximately $246,600,000 under Impact Aid,
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA), the,Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA),
and other programs.
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Desegregation Status

The New York City Board of Education officiaily
adopted policies encouraging desegregation in the
1950s, but only limited desegregation has taken place
since then. This has been achieved through rezoning,
student reassignment, and voluntary busing. Between
1960 and 1968 an average of 13,000 students were
reassigned each year for the purpose of desegrega-
tion. In 1974 the Federal district court found
intentional segregation in one community school
district and ~pproved a plan converting a segregated
school into a magnet school for that district. The
magnet schcoi concept has since become a model for
other school districts in the city.

In 1970 HEW/OCR charged the New York City
system with discrimination on the basis of race and
sex .1 the hiring, promotion, and assignment of

. teachers. In September 1977 the New York City

Board of Education signed a memorandum of
understanding agreeing to the assignment of some
teachers according to race and ethnicity and setting
minority faculty hiring goals. A Federal district court
ruling ‘vacated the memorandum on procedural
grounds, ond the board returned to making assign-
ments at random.

OCR also charged' the board of education with
discrimination against minority female and handi-
capped students and threatened to withhold Federal
funds. In April 1978 the Federal district court in
Brooklyn upheld HEW’s findings that the school
board’s employment policies were discriminatory
and declared the school system ineligible for $3.5
million of ESAA funds.

According to the school department’s director of
zoning and integration, white students now make up
between 50 and 80 percent of the student population
in about 150 of approximately 900 schools. Because
of the growing number of black and Hispanic
students, a great number of inner-city schools remain
almost entirely minority. Desegregation is difficult to
achieve because of the loss of white students and the
distance required to transport students from the
inner-city schools. A disproportionate number of
minority students are involved in either mandatory

or voluntary busing.

Controversy continues over the c1tys bilingual
program instituted in 1969. As a result of a 1974 suit
filed by ASPIRA, a major national Puerto Rican
organization, the board of education agreed to
institute an expanded program for Hispanic students

with limited English-speaking ability. The Fuerto
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Rican community, however, has continued to criti-
cize the school system’s method of screening non-
. English-speaking students, monitoring procedures,
the lack of qualified bilingual teachers, and other
elements of the program.

In early 1978 a predommantly white community
school district, which receives approximately 4,900
black students who are transported, refuscd to collect
required racial and ethnic data or to accept Federal
funds for programs which appeared to be targeted
for the minority students. The local school board was
suspended for several weeks and was reinstated only
after collecting the data.

Ogden, Utah
!

Profiie

In September 1978, the Ogdeén public school
enrollmer: was 15,800 students, 85 percent of whom
were white, 12 percent Hispanic, 2 percent black, 1
percent Asian American, and less than | percent
American Indiazn. in September 1970, school enroll-
ment was 16,763, of whom 84 percent were white, 12
percent Hispanic, 3 percent black, 1 percent Asian
American, and less than | percent American Indian.

In September 1978, 10 of the district’s 550 teachers
were Hispanic. 9 were black, 7 were Asian American,
and | American Indian. In 1970-71. of approximate-
ly 700-teachers, 11 were black, 6 were Hispanic, and
5 were Asian American. Of 50 administrators in
1978, 3 were Hispanic, 1 was Asian American, and |
was American [ndian. There were no minority
admunistrators in 1970. Numercus Hispanic teaching
aides are used in an attenipt to compensate for ‘he
small number of Hispanic teachers.

The desegregation plan is currently monitored by
the district’s Title I and VII advisory committees,
composed of three whites, three blacks, thrze
Hispanics, and three Asian Americans. Ogden
schools receive approximately $300,000 in Federal
funds, half of which includes funds under ESEA

~~Title I and VII.

-

Desejregation Status

A routine HEW/OCR review of school operauons
in 1969 revealed evidence of racial imbalance in one
of Ogden’s elementary schoels. A plan was drawn up
to remedy this situation by redefining existing school
boundaries. This arrangement altered the racial

distribution in four elementary schcols and. in so -

doing, contributed to Jesegregation.
[

Ogden’s desegregation plan was prepared by
school administrative staff and HEW's Denver .
regional Office for Civil Rights. While parents and
the cemmunity at large were not involved in
desegregation planning, they were active in the
implementation process. Dissatisfaction witt the
desegregatior program has bee: minimal in the
community and among students. No violent racial
incidents have thus far been nored. Although some
minority and white population movement from the
school district has occurred-sinee desegregatio s, this
is attributed largely to economic factors rather thian
to dissatisfaction with the schools.

It is felt that the overall quality of education in the
district has not been adversely affectzd by desegrega-
tion. The president of the local chapter of the
NAACP stated that minority student opportunities
for better educatior have been enhanced by the
change because of greater parental involvement and
an expanded learning environment for pupils. Some
high school curricula cnanges were made to include
black and Mexicun American historical materials.
The school district also provides 50 hours of
voluntary cultural awareness trainmg for ali person-
nel. In addition, students receive 20 hours of”
classroom training on the contributions of minority
groups.

Propout rates for minority students, higher than
those for whites, are a matter of concern but do not
seem directly related to desegregation In 1977-78, of
the 377 students suspended, 224 were white, 115 were
Hispanic, and 36 were black, 1 was Asian American,
and | was American Indian. Of 467 students
suspended in 1370-71, 250 were white, 167 were
Hispanic, and 50 were black.

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma
Profile -

Total earollment in 1977 in Oklahoma City’s
public schools was 45,548, including 32.6 percent
blacks, 3.3 percent American Indians, 2.5 percent
Hispanics, and | percent Asian Americans. Total
enrollment in 1970 was. 70,557, including 228 .
percent blacks, 3.5 percent American Indians, 1.3
percent Hispanics, and 0.2 percent Asian Americans:
The school district’s ad::inistrative staff and faculty
decreased from 3,382, of whom 19.5 percent were
black in 1970, tc a 1977 total of 2,692, of whom 27.5
percent were black. In 1970 all five school board
members were white, but in 1972 one of two new
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board positions was filled by a black. At present the
seven-member board consists of five whites, one
black, and one American Indian.

Fedetal.aid to Oklahoma City schools amounted
to $1,125.563 in the 1977-78 school year: That total
included almost $567.000 for Emergency School Aid
Act (ESAA) programs and nearly $70,000 for
bilingual education programs. A human relations
program helps students, teachers, and parents deal
effectively with desegregation-related problems.

Desegregaiion Status

The original suit (Dowell v. Board of Education of
Okleroma City) to desegregate Oklahoma City's
schools was filed in 1961. In 1972 the Federal district
court -~ ;uered desegregation. By 1977 district schools
were sufficiently desegregated so that the school
board was released from the court order.

In fall 1977, black students comprised roughly 30
percent of the total elementary student body. Fifty-
seven of 7% ciementa:v schools had at least 20
F:rceat biack enrollments and only 2 had less than
10 percent. Blacks were 34 percent of middle school
enrollment. Most midd!e schools were desegregated,
and none had less than 19 percent black enrollment.
In the high schicols, blacks were 34 percent of the
Student population. Most high schools were well-
desegregated, and only 1 of the 10 high schools had
less than 20 percent black enrollment.

School officials reported that blacks accounted for
71 percent of 319 suspensions during the 1977-78
school year, compared to 67 percent of an estimated”
190 suspensions in 1971-72. -

According to school officials and civil righis
leaders, Oklahoma City's palitical, business, and
community leaders have provided little or no
leadership on behalf of desegregation. The leadership
role fell to the NAACP and the Urban League. The
school board recently establishea a long-range,
comprehensive . planning committee with broad-
based community participation to study ull aspects
of the educational program, including school de-
segregation. Further, m September 1976, an affirma-
tive action officer was- employed to develop an
affirmative action program for staff and students as
well as to report on civil rights and equal opportunity
matters.

School officials and community ard student
leaders zgree that school desegregation has now been
accepted as a reality in Oklahoma City. While
student achxevement levels have fallen throughout
} &N
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the district, this is not attributed to desegregation.
While most feel that desegregation has helped black
students, there is concern that lower teacher expecta-
tions of black achievenient have, in some cases, .
reduced these gains. Black leaders are also conc. ned
that blacks bear a disproportionate burden in studeni
assignment policies required to maintain desegrega-
tion. Lack of transportation for extracurricular
activities was also cited as a problem by community
leaders, as was minority undeirepresentation in
administrative positions. School officials acknowl-
edge 1 steady decline in school enrollment, but
attribute much of this to shifts in population not
necevsaruy related to desegregation. Several commu-
nity leaders also noted a degree of black cutmigra-
tion. The most significant problem cited by 'school
officials and community leaders is the difficulty of
maintaining desegregated schools as Oklahoma City
undergoes substantial shifts in population.

Omaha, Nebrasl(a

Profile

Total public school enrollment in Omaha in fall
1977 was 51,943, including 23 percent blacks, 2
percent ‘Hispanics, 0.8 percent American Indians,
and 0.5 percent Asian Americans. Total enrollment
in 1972 was 63,125, including 19.4 percent blacks, 1.6
percent Hispanics, 0.6 percent American Indians.
and 0.3 percent Asian Americans. Of 2,585 faculty
members in 1972, there were 202 blacks, 8 Hispanics,
5 Asian Americans, and 1 American Indian. During
the 1977-78 school year, 1 of 12 school board
members was black, as was the case in 1975-76. .

Federal funds support a variety of desegregation;
related programs and magnet schools. The district
received approximately $800,000 for such programs
through the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA)
during the 1977-78 school year. The State board of
education has also supported multicultural educa-
tional programming in school districts that have
substantial numbers of students from different ethnic
backgrounds.

Desegregation Status

The Federal district cowt in Omaha ordered
comprehensive desegregation of the Omaha public
schools to begin in September 1976. The plan
developed by a school district task force from
guidelines issued by the U.S. Court of Appeals for
the Eighth Circuit included clustering and grade level
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attendance centers, both of which required some

-transportation, of students. The order has been
reviewed three times by the U.S. court of appe~!s and
twice by the Supreme Court. On the latest app.  the
district court was ordered to review its remedy in the.
light of Deveon Board of Education v. Brinkman.

The desegregation effort that began in the 1976-77
scnool year continues. The plan for elementary
schools involves clustering, pairing, 2iid 11 schools
that are exempt because their ratios of black to white
students are within the appropriate range. There are
six clusters. In these the black neighborhood school
is the primary grade level center for the cluster. The
“feeder schools” in the cluster are predominantly
white. These receive black students by assignment in
grades four to six. Approximately 15 to 25 percent of
these schools’ student bodies are hlack. In addition,
students in kindergarten and first grade may volun-
teer to attend another school. There are also four

- pairs of schools. All studeats in the pairs attend
kindergarten in th:ir neighborhood schools. They.
attend early primary grades in one of the schools and
later grades in the other (the pattern varies somewhat
~ from pair to pair). Some studentz in grades seven and
eignt are assigned to attendance centers-for those
grades, and some ninth graders are assigned tc - inth
- grade attendance centers. High schools are desegre-
gated on a voluntary basis using veiuntary racial
transfers and magnet and mini-magnet programs. |

About 16 percent of the district’s ’stud'cnts are
bused involuntarily for desegregation. An additional
2.7 percent are transported by choice. Of the
approx.:mately 8,600 students transported, 43 percent

of the elementary schoo] students and 31 percent Of‘x

the junior high school students are black.

Concernec Citizens of Omaha, a multiracial group
which included all segments of the community, urged
all involved to obey the law and accept the plan.
Antibusing groups, which attracted some support
during the planning period, began to lose members
once desegregation was implemented.

Omaha school staft report that-“students have
cooperated in- the desegregation effort” an< that
thece has not been a significant increase in the
number of racial incidents within district schools. A
local press survey, however, revealed that 32 percent
of Omaha teachers thought discipline in the class-
room was more of a problem during the first year of
desegregation than it had been during the preceding
ye-r.

Of 2,714 pupils syspended in 1977-78, 1,484 were
white, 1,164 were black, 45 were Hispanic, 16 were
American Indian, and 5 were Asian American. Of
249 students expelled, 147 were black, 97 were white,

* 3 were Hispanic, and 2 were American Indian. -

The district _reports that, during the first year of
desegregation, ft.experienced some loss of.students. It
also noted an enrollment decline in the second year
of the plan but at a much reduced rate.

Seventy percent of teachers questioned in the press
survey thought the educational process was not
impeded by desegregation. The district reported that

. second graders who were affected by the desegrega-

tion plan had done as well academically as others
from previous years who were not affected. Nor did
principals find any difference between the grades of
pupils transported for desegregation and others who
walked to school.

Philadelphia, Pe’r;nsylvanla

. Profile . :

Total enrollment in 1977-78 in Philadelphia’s
public.schools was approximately 251,000 pupils, of
whom over 62 percent were black and nearly 6
percent were Hispanic. In 1968 total enrollment was
279,744, .ncluding 58 percent blacks and 2 percent
Hispanics. Thus, total schoul enrollment declined by
nearly 29,000 between 1968-1977, while black and .
Hispanic enrollments increased. The school board
has included two black and seven white members
both in 1968-69 and in the current 1978-79 school
year

In 1977-7§, faculty and administrative staff
numbered 23,903. Of this total, 44.3 percent were
black. Professional staff, including teachers, adminis-
trators, and counselors, totaled 15,800, of whom 34.2

, percent were black. In 1969 the school district
‘reported a total staff of 17,298, 33 percent of whom
were blac. Of the 14,153 professicnals, 30 percent
were black. ‘

\StafT development programs focusing on desegre-
gation began in 1971. More recently, consultants
have been used to provide advice as to necessary

training in Philadelphia, give informatitn on the - )

experiences of « *her desegregating school districts,
and 'conduct human relations training for staff,
parents, community leaders, and students. Members
of the school board and key administrative staff also -

visited . successfully desegregated school districts.
More than 15,000 peryons have been involved. in
59
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these programs sin?:!: their inception, according to
school officials.

Current Federal aid to Phlladelphna schools
amounts to $119.5 million. These funds come from

_approximately 100 different sources to support

approximately 200 separate district projacts.

Desegregation Status

After a decade of litigation and out-of-court
negotiations, the Philadelphia school system has
begun implementation of a desegregation plan. As
approved by the board of education in April 1978,
the plan is to be phased in over a 3-year period,
starting in September 1978. It was originally antici-
pated that the first year would involve citywide
voluniary movement of some 5,100 school children
from kindergarten through grade 12 in 29 schools.
During the second and third years, the number of
students who will be moved voluntarily had been
- expected to increase to 19,500, involving 86 schools.
Implementation of the voluntary plan is behind the
schedule ordered by State courts, however. School
officials contend that the program could not begin.in
September because of awteachers’ strike and the
withholding of ESAA funds by HEW pending more
desegregation of staff. «J

Approximately 1,000 of the targeted 5,100 students
have transferred voluntarily to desegregated schools.
School officials expect that the remaining students
will be transferred in February 1979. The voluntary
movement of students is expected to be accom-
plished primarily through the creation of magnet
programs and the closing of selected schools. The
voluntary student trunsfer system is expected to
achieve desegregation according to board officials.
Some participants in the Citizens’ Panel on Desegre-
gation. however, point out that those students who
have volunteered for transfers thus far-have been
blacks who are willing to attend predominantly white
schools. No whites have volunteered to transfer to
predominantly black schools.

The board has mandated that the Philadelphia

plan will be “voluntary.” The Commonwealth Court

has endorsed that concept, and the State supreme
court has upheld it as weli, reaffirming that the
school district was de facto segregated. The State
supreme court denied the appeal of the Pennsylvania
State Human Relations Commission (HRC) which

had requested that contingency plans, including

mandatory provisions, be developed for review and
readiness prior to the 1980 evaluation set by the
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lower court. The HR.C had requested the contingen-
cy plans in case the voluntary system fails. According
to HRC, 225 of Philadelphia’s 279 schools in 1968

" were racially segregated. HEW/OCR found racial

segregation in the 1977-78 school system unchanged
and possibly even more extensive than in 1968. As of
the 1977-78 school year, 42 percent of district
schools had racial concentrations greater than 95
percent. During that school year some 200 of 285
schools vere considered racially segregated, accord-
ing to a school official. .

Citizens groups have been active in school desegre-

-gation in Philadelphia. A community coalition of 40

organizations has been working toward quality
integrated education. Another group, the Save Our
Neighborhood Schools Committee, opposes desegre-
gation efforts invo.ving such issues as pupil transpor-
tation.

The primary organization involved in desegrega-
tion has been the Citizens’ Panel on Desegregation.
organized by the school board’s dcsegregation
committee. The panel is an umbrella group repre-
senting key elements in the city whose interests affect
the schools and vice versa. Panel members represent
all racial and ethnic groups.

Accordmg to a school district representative, the
group’s role has been to review, react to, and modify
the plans developed by the staff. The panel is viewed
by school district representatives as facilitating a
“domino” effect, in that each represented group has
contributed to the spreading of information about
descgregation and related issues to members of their
organizations. Some desegregation advocates active-
ly involved with the Citizens’ Panel, however, feel
that the plans to date have contained little substance,
and that neither the mayor nor the school board has
exerted .leadership in resolving problems related to
desegregation. In fact, some Philadelphians regard
their city governmept and the school board as
opposing desegregation. Some feel that the protra..-
ed desegregation effort has been caused by resistznce
to actual desegregation, .

In June 1978 HEW denied some $6 million in
ESAA funds to the district as a result of that
Department’s findings of racial segregation in teach-
er assignments.

While school officials transferred some 2,000
teachers in the fall of 1978 in order to comply with
the HEW mandate, only a portion ($4.6 million) of
the original ESAA amount was then authorized, and
none was provided by November 1978. As a result of
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these budgetary restriciions, school officials now
blame the lack of progress toward student voluntary
desegregation on the lack of funds to provide

students with incentivés to encourage them ¢o
transfer voluntarily to desegregated schcols. Some _

participants i the Citizens’ Panel, however, criticize
school officials for their alleged lack of effort to
“promote desegregation.

In 1977-78, -a total of 31,877 students were
suspended, including 24,564 minority students.
School suspension data prior to 1977-78 were not
available for this survey.

As noted, white student enrollment in the district
has declined slightly over the past 4 or 5 years, from

" approximately 33 to 31 percent. However, according

to public officials and .ommunity leaders, white
outmigration in Philadelphia has litile connection
with school desegregation, as they claim there has
been httle desegregation to date.

Pittsburgh, Pennsyivania

Profiie

Total public schgol enrollment in 1977- 78 in
Pittsburgh was 55,211, of whom 52.7 percent were
white, 46.8 percent black, and 0.5 percent others.
These figures represent a decline of 17,511 from
1970-71, when total enrollment was 72,722, consist-
ing Of 60.1 percent whites and others and 39.9
percent blacks.

The school board was reduced in size from 15
members in 1970 to 9 in 1977. The 15-member
appointed board included 10 white and 5 black
members in 1970. In fall 1977, the nine-membe;
elected board included seven white and two black
members.

The district’s inschoo! administrative staff in 1977
was 164, compared to 154 in 1970. The inschoo! staff
was 62 percent white and 38 percent black. In 1970-
71, that staff was 69 percent white and 31 percent
black. Public school teachers numbered 3,366, in
1977, an increase from 3,295 in 1970. In 1970 about

88 percent of the teachers were white and 12 percent’
were black; in 1977, 82 percent of the teachers were

white and 18 percent were black.

Federal aid in the amount of $21 million, 13
percent of the total 1977-78 school budget of $160
million, supports various education programs in
Pittsburgh. ESEA Title I provides $7.5 million of the
$21 million. Resources also come from CETA,

Summer Youth, Head Start, Impact Aid, and other -
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programs. The University of Pittsburgh’s General
Assistance Center has provided training or orienta-
tion opportunities for school administrators, teaching
faculty, parent representatives, and school board
members. Thege activities support and supplement
the district’s ~wn training and orientation efforts for
these groups and also for students.

Desegregation Status i

No school desegregation plan has yet been
implemented in Pitfsburgh. A 1968 desegregation
order obtained by the Pennsylvania Human Rela-
tions Commission (HRC) has been in litigation for
almost 10 years. A school ‘reoganization plan
~negotiated and adopted by the school board in 1973
was not accepted by HRC. Plans which the board
had submitted in 1968 and 1969 also had not been
accepted by the HRC. In 1977 the Commonwealth
Court ordered the district to desegregate, whereupon
the district appealed to the State supreme court.

On August 11, 1978, the Pennsylvania-Supreme
Court unanimously rejected an attemp. by the
Pittsburgh school board to void the lower court’s
order requiring a comprehensive city integration
plan. All six justices affirmed the Commonwealth
Court order “insofar as it directs the school district of
Pittsburgh to submit to the Pennsylvania Human
Relations Commission (HRC) a definitive plan to
correct racial imbalance in its schools.” The HRC
guidelines embodied in the Commonwealth Court
order call for a minimum of 28 to 38 percent and a
maximum of 53 to 71 percent black students in each

- school, the percentages varying among the eleaenta-

ry, middle, and high schools. According *o the school
district’s public information director, however, the
State supreme court’s ruling indicated that these
guidelines are not sufliciently flexible. Consequently,
“the State Supreme Court dirgcted that the new order
to be drawn by the Commonwealth Court contain
more flexible elements than presently contained in
the State Human Relations Commission’s desegrega-
tion guidelines.” On November 8, 1978, the Com-
monwealth Court issued a brief order requiring the
Pittsburgh school board to submit a “definitive plan
to cotrect racial imbalance in its schools” by July 1,
1979. =

" The school system remains :argely segregated,
especially at the elementary school level, although
some middle and high schools are integrated.
According to ihe HRC, 87 percent of Pittsburgh’s
- schools were considered segregated in the 196768
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school year: 9C percent of elementary schools were -

segregated, as were 86 percent of junior high schools
and 85 percent of senidr high schools. By the 1976-77
school year the figures were. eiementary schools, 84
percent; junior high schools, 45 percent; senior high
schools, 69 percent. This amounts to 29,600 students
enrolled in 63 schools currently classified as segregat-
ed.

The present board took office in 1976 and is the
first elected board since 1911. Although the board to
date has not formally adopted a program to further
desegregate district schools, i* has endorsed the
development of an extensive magnet school program

in which students will enroll on a voluntary basis. .

The program was begun at two highschools in 1978,
and planning continues for more magnet programs in
September 1979. The immediate past school board
president conceded that *It’s highly possible magnets
will do nothing to desegregate the system.” Mean-
while, continued ooz.d resistance to school desegre-
gation was alleged by the school district’s solicitor-
general, when he resigned and denounced the board
as “racist” in December 1977. In June 1978 the
school superintendent agreed that desegregation is
inevitable. “It’s just a matter of whether we do it
ourselves or are forced to,” he commented publcly.
However, the newly elected board president is
fiscally conservative and known to favor neighbor-
hood schools. As his predecessor, the new board
president has been part of a group that, according to
an editorial in the Pitisburgh Post Gazette, “‘has
adopted a stonewall policy against fashioning a
desegregation plan.”

Although talk of white outmigration continues,
scme argue that those whites who wish to leave
because of desegregation have already left or have no
option but to stay. The executive director. of the
Pittsburgh Urban League charged in July 1978 that
the board has imposed “such uncertainty and
arbitrary changes upon enrollment igttems" that
families experience frustration, not “knowing from

one year to the next where their children will attend -

school.” Thxs frustration, he implied, could lead to
further outmigration.

On September 28, 1978, 27 bladks and whites,
reportedly representing the city’s population in terms
of both race and geography, petitioned the common
pleas court to order the school board to adopt a
desegregation plan by January 2, 1979. In addition,
local civil rights organizations are considering filing
complaints over school suspension rates and the
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disproportionate designation of black students as
edueably mentally retarded. In fall 1977, there were
389 suspensions (mvolvmg 4 days or more), including
77.8 percent blacks and 22.2 percent whites. In 1970,
of 315 suspensions, 77.8 percent were again black
and 22.2 white.

Meanwhile, in early October 1978, the press
reported incidents at a high school with a 75 percent
white and 25 percent black enrollment and to which
half of the students are transported. For several days,
60 percent of the 1,700 students at the school
reportedly stayed home, while disturbances, includ-
ing ﬁghtmg, resulted in 24 arrests, 12 suspensions,
and in medical treatment for a teacher injured while
reportedly trying to stop a fight.

Portland, Oregon

Profile

In 1977-78 this city’s total student enrollment was
57,583, including 80 percent Anglos, 13.8 percent
blacks, 3.3 percent Asian Americans, 1.6 percent
Hispanics, and 1.3 percent American Indians. Total

_student enrollment in Portland in 1969-70 was

77,806, including 88.6 percent Anglds, 8.6 percgnt
blacks, 1.5 percent Asian Americans, 0.7 percent
Hispanics, and 0.6 percent American Indians.

Total faculty and all staff in 1977-78 was 5,873,

. including 91.1 percent Anglos, 6.8 percent blacks, 1.4

percent Asian Americars, 0.4 percent Hispauics, and
0.3 percent American Indians. Total faculty and
instructional staff in 1970-71 was 3,306, including
93.8 percent Ang'os, 4.9 percent blacks, 0.9 percent
Asian Americans, 0.3 percent Hispanics, and 0.1
percent American Indians. The school board cur-
rently has one black member serving an interim
appointment.

Federally-assisted programs in Portland include
$119,000 for a bilingual program under Title VII,
$105,000 for Indian education under Title IV, and
$449,227 under Title VII of the Emergency School
Aid Act.

Deseg,.egation Status

Pert'and continues to desegregate 1t$ schools
voluntanly on a limited scale, relying on voluntary
administrative transfers, magnet schools, and reloca-
tion of early childhood education centers and middle
schools to alter attendance patterns of about 60,000
students.
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District administrators believe the plan is working
effectively, although not as well as they would like.
Student transfers have increased over the past 2 years
while overall enrollment is falling. The superinten-
dent reported that the percentage of black students
attending racially isolated schools (over 50 percent
black) declined from 42.7 percent in 1968—69 to 17.6
percent in 1977-78. Six of the eight schools with
:-ore than 50 percent black enrollment have shown a
decrease in black enrollment since 1976; neverthe-
less, six schools remain over 50 percent black.

The district provides inservice training for teachers
and staff in human relations, multicultural curricu-
lum and education, and stereotyping awarencss.
More than 60 workshops and resource meetings have
been held in the past 3 years on related topics.
Portland schools have also held workshops for
parents at both sending and receiving schools
involved in the district’s voluntary transfer program.
Student counseling concerning transfer and magnet
school alternatives also continues.

Anglo and minority leaders endorse the ultimate
goal of desegregation, but there is growing public
concern among blacks about a busing_program in
which black students bear the major burden: Some
32 percent of black students but less than 2 percent
of the city’s white students are trznsported. The
Community Coalition for Schoo! Integration, repre-
senting more than 30 civic groups, recently conduct-
ed open forums throughout the city on desegregation
in Portland. The concern most frequently mentioned
by the 432 participants was the inequity of busing for
desegregation. Early childhood education centers
have been estabiishe: in black neighbornoods to
attract white students :: one means of rcversing this
situation. Middle schools are being created with
attendance boundaries drawn to reduce racial
isolation. Sucl: efforts may conflict, however, with
concern over “neighborhood integrity,” a major
interest of Anglos in tiie coalition’s sampling of
public attitudes.

The coalition aired its report to the Portland
schuol district in public hcarings that began in
September 1978. The report describes current de-
segregation programs as ineffective and inequitable
and recommends a mandatory, two-way busing
system. The committee has proposed a system of
school “clusters” with mandatory, two-way transfers
of students within each “cluster.” Such a plan could
affect between 3,000 to 7,000 studeng each year.
School officials will comment on these specific

7.

findings and recommendations after the committee’s
final report is submitted to the school board in
November.

Student suspensions for 1977-78 were 3,730,
including 63.2 percent Anglos, 34.5 percent blacks,
0.6 percent American Indians, 1.2 percent Hispanics,

70.5 percent Asian Americans. The district was

required to revise its student disciplinary policies
before it could receive ESAA funds. OCR staff
monitoring indicates that the new procedures are
effectively reducing disparities in the disciplinary
treatment of minority students.

School administrators and coalition members alike
express satisfaction with the thorough coverage of
desegregation issues by local media. They feel that
balanced, timely reporting is important in ensuring
the continued cooperation of Portland’s citizens in its
move toward integrated schools. A recent survey
taken by an indeper.dent polling firm found that the
great majority of parents of children involved in the
transfer plan are satisfied with the quality of
educatiow their children are receiving.

Providence, Rhode Isiand

Profile

Total public school enrollment in Providence in
March 1978 was 19,327. That figure included 59
percent whites, 24.9 percent blacks, 7.5 percent
Portuguese, and 6.3 percent others, including His-
panics, American Indians, and Asian Americans.
Total enrollment has decreased since the 1970-7!
school year when there were 25,181 students, of
whom 20,049 were whites and 5,132 were minorities.
‘The school district’s faculty during 1977-78 totaled
1,119, inciuding 87 blacks and 4 Asian Americans

" and American Indians. In 1974-75 staff and faculty

totaled 1,186, including 100 blacks, 15 Hispanics,
and 2 As.in Americans.

In 1978 the district received approximately $5
million in Federal aid that funds approximately 12
programs. That figure included $2.3 million in ESEA
Title I funds and $65,000 in ESEA Title III funds.
ESEA Title IV funds amounted to $200,000 and
funds for the bilingual programs equaled $650,000.

In i970 and in 1978 the school board was
composed of sevén whites and two blacks.

Desegregation Status
In response to community pressure in 1967,
Providence began desegregation. The "»oard volun-
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tarily desegregated 27 of the district’s 29 elementary
schools. Desegregation of the middle and junior high
schools took place in 1970, and high school desegre-
gation followed in 1971. The board relied primarily
upon redistricting, reassignment, and mandatory
pupil transportation, creation of a magnet school,
and an improved curriculum to accomplish the plan.
According to the superintendent, the school system
in 1976 changed its emphasis from mandatory
reassignment of studentg to *he creation of additional
magnet schools and improved curriculum. Three
high schools opened on schedule as magnet schools
in September 1978.

According to most comununity persons inter-
viewed, desegregation appears io be working, al-
though some serious problems remain. It is generally
agreed that tension which led to open hostility in
some schools during the early 1970s has disappeared,
and most persons have accepted desegregation as
‘nevitable. There has been some criticism that the
school system has failed to make regular adjustments
to assure compliance with the State law which
requires that black student enrollment at any school
should not deviate by more than 10 percent from the
percentage of minority enrollment in the toial
system. In 1977-78 school officials considered
seeking a waiver to this plan in order to develop a
more comprehensive plan including black Hispanic, -
and Portuguese students.

Other unresolved issues reportedly include the
disproportionate busing of black students, underre-
presentation of minority teachers, and inadequate
teintegration of Hispanic and Portuguese students® -

.- who have completed the bilingua! program.

Information on pupil suspensiojis and community
groups involved in desegregatieti were not avaxlable
for this survey.

Rapid City, South Dakota

Profile

As of September 1978, Rapid City's school district
had 12,261 students, of whom 90 percent were white,
7.9 percent were American Indian, 0.9 percent were
Hispanic, 0.6 percent were blaci. .Jd 0.5 perc;{]u
were Asizan American. In 1970 Rapid City schodls
had 13,867 students, of whcm 91.4 percent were
white, 7.2 percent were American Indian, 0.8 percent
were Hispanic, 0.3 percent were black, and 0.2
percent were Asian American.
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As of September 1978, only 2.5 percent of the
more than 600 classroom teachers in the district were
minorities. In 1975 the minority percentage was 2.8
percent. In 1978, 6 percent of Rapid City’s 62 school
administrators were American Indians, compared to
4.8 percent in 1975. No other administrators are
minority persons. Throughout the 1970s an Amerj-
can Indian has been the only mmonty person on the
five-member school board.

Of a total school budget of $22 mi.iion, approxi-
mately $2 million comes from Federal funds. Indian
Education and Impact Aid monies account for
$439,000 and ESEA Title I prowues $511,000. There
Is a continuous inservice training program for
teachers on Indian culture. This mandatory 8-hour
program dealing with cultural awareness is funded
by a Federal grant.

Desegregation Status _

Rapid City has not implemented a voluntary
school desegregation program in part because the
Indian community has advised against such a plan.
Attempts by the school district to reduce high
concentrations of American Indian students have
been resisted by American Indian leaders who are
satisfied with the present attendance areas.

— As Rapid City has not adopted a formal desegre-

gation plan, Indian pupi! enrollment varies consider-
ably throughout the district. All schools have some
Indian students, and no school has more than 40
percent Indians.

Dissa:isfaction regarding Federal programs for
Indians is voiced by both whites and Indians. Some
Indians allege that these prugrams are mismanaged,
and whites complain that Indian students get more
than their fair share of available program resources.

Several Indian groups are disturbed at what they
yiew as maltreatment of their children in the schools.
Complaints allege such acts as the belittling of
Indian children, the use of racial slurs, and the
neglect of special problems that Indian children
enccunter. The direcfor of legal services, an Ameri-
can Indian, observes, however that white and Indian
parents generally work well together.

A spokesperson for the Ingian community has
alleged that suspension and dropout rates for Indians
are higher than those for whites. In 1976-1977, 45
(15.9 percent) of the 283 students susper:led were
Indian, compared to 22§ whites (79.9 percent of the
total). Of 271 students suspended during 1977-78, 43
(15.9 percent) were Indian, compared to 217 whites

-
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(80.1 percent of the total). The community spokes-
person attributed some of the problems encountered
by American Indian students to a lack of sensitivity
to Indian culture on the part of administrators and
teachers.

Federal programs for which the district is eligible
because of its Indian enrollment benefit the entire
system. The bilingual program. recently selected for
- a workshop presentation at the annual International
dilingual Education Conierence, has reportedly done
much to increase the genezal awareness of Indian
culture.

No community organization is actively involved in

school desegregation. The school superintenden
organized four cominunity meetings for this purpose
but reported little community participation.

Saint Louis, Missouri

Profiie

Total public school enrollment in S/ c1is in fall
1977 was 74,871, of which 72.5 percent was black. In
1970-71 total enrollment was 111,233, including 65.5
percent blacks. In 1977 there were 2,931 black and
2,258 white teachers and 189 black and 138 white
administrators. No comparable data for 1970 were
available. The 12-member school board currently
consists of 10 whites and 2 blacks. In 1970-7] the
board had nine white and three black members.

It is anticipated that Federal aid to St. Louis in the
1978-79 school year will amount to more than
$12,577,000. That total will include $9,610,000 for
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)
programs, primarily Title I, and $2,740,000 for
Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) programs.

District staff have participated in human relations
and staff development workshops These training
programs focused on communications skills, conflict

management, values “clarification, and multiracial -

and multiethnic awareness.

Desegregation Status

The St. Louis school district currentiy operates a
limited desegregation plan. In December 1975 the
Federal district court approved a consent decree in
which the district agreed to desegregate its faculty
2nd to study the realignment of all elementary feeder
schools to the academic high schools in order to
minimize racial isolation in the high schools. The
consent decree emanated from a suit filed in
February 1972 by a predominantly black group from

Morth St. Louis. The NAACP challenged the consent
decree as inadequate to provide sufficient descgrega-
tion. Subsequently, the NAACP and the Justice
Department jcined the plaintiffs, while two citizeps
groups and the city of St. Louis were allowed to
intervene in opposition to the allegation, and
remedies proposed by the original piaintiffs and the
NAACP. Metropolitan desegregation remedigs have
been suggested by both plaintiffs and defendants.
The court heard testimony from October 1977

" through May 1978 and a ruling is expected in early
1979.

During the 1977-78 school year, St. Louis operated
a voluntary plan that created three secondary and
eight elementary magnet schools. These schools
enrolled 3,680 students (4.7 percent of the district
total), 66 percent of whom were black. Over 2,900 of
these magnet school students were transported.
Racial isolation, according to the school supennten-
dent and the school board, “was reduced in a
number of elementary schools through selection of
appropriate recipient schools in the busing program
to alleviate overcrowding.” The district reports that
at least 20 percent of faculty and auxiliary staff at
each school are from the minority race at that school.
Efforts to increase that minority figure to 30 percent
through teacher transfers met with strong opposition
from teacher groups in the spring of 1978.

A school district survey reported favorable student
acceptance of the magnet school program, although
the NAACP has objected to the limited number of -
students involved. The district has complained about
HEW-imposed guidelines that allegedly discourage
white students from integrated neighborhoods and
nonpublic schools from a[gplying for admission to the . -
magnet schools. Several groups, such as the National
Conference of Christians and Jews and the Citizen’s
Education Task Force, composed of both black and
white leaders in the St. Louis community, have
become involved in various formal and informal
attempts to ensure peaceful acceptance of the
eventual court decision as well as to bring dissident
parties together to reconcile opposing views. Major
corporations in St. Louis have provided direct
support for the magnet schools.

The district has experienced a steady loss of white
students; this loss was 11 percent in 1977-78. The
district reports that this is the “highest percentage of
white loss since statistics have been maintained.” .
School board statistics show that in the decade 1962
72 the average loss of white students was 1,427 per .
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year. Since 1972, the year the suit was initiated, the
white student loss has been considerably higher,
2,407 annually. Not all of this loss can be atributed
to desegregation, however. A declining birth rate and
the advanced age of the remaining St. Louis white
population are also considered significant factors.

In its 1976-77 report to HEW/OCR, the district
reported that student suspensions and expulsions
numbered 4,105. Of that total, 83.4 percent were
black, 16.4 white, 0.1 percent Hispanic, and 0.07
percent American Indian. Earlier suspension data
were no: available.

San Diego, California

Profile

Total public school enroliment in San Diego -in
1977 was 118,460, including 64 percent Anglos, 14.8
percent blacks, 14.6 percent Hispanics, and 6.6
percent other minorities. Total enrollment in 1970
was 128,880, including 73.9 percent Anglos, 12.4
percent blacks, 10.6 percent Hispanics, and 3.1
percent other minorities. The school district’s faculty
in 1977 included 4,787 Anglos, 441 blacks, 299
Hispanics, and 190 other minorities. In 1970 the
faculty was 5,840, of which 5,349 were Anglo, 307
black, 138 Hispanic, and 46 other minorities. The
total number of administrative staff in 1977 was 446,
including 350 whites, 51 blacks, 35 Hispanics, and 10
“other” minorities. The administrative staff total in
1970 was 398, including 362 whites, 16 blacks, and 14
Hispanics. The percentage of minority contract
teachers in 1978 was 16.3, compared to 8.4 percent in
1970. Since 1970 the San Diego board of education
has consisted of five members—four whites and one
black who is the.current board president.

Characteristic of federally-assisted programs cur-
rently in operation in San Diego schools are a basic
grant program, pilot projects, and magnet school and
special compensatory projects supported by a $2.5
million ESEA grant. A 1978 desegregation plan
includes a humzn relations program to build positive
relati~nship and understanding among students of
variou. races in all facilities within the schools’
jurisdiction.

Desegregation Status

In 1977 the Superior Court of the State of
California, noting that 23 of San Diego’s 167 schools
were racially isolated, ordered development of a
- school desegregation plan. Later that year, the court
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approved the first-year phase of the 5-year plan but
later rejected the ensuing 4-year element of the plan
as being too vague. The court did not order
mandatory efforts but instructed the district ‘to
alleviate racial isolation in the school system. A
modified but still voluntary plan calling only for
voluntary student transfers and open enrollments
was then submitted to the court in 1978.

The plan will establish magnet programs and
learning centers designied to attract white students to
schools in the minority neighborhoods of southeast
San Diego. Learning centers will be opened in fourth,
fifth, and sixth grades in minority schools to which
entire classes of children from predominantly Anglo
schools will be bused 1 day a week. The learr g
centers (grades four to six) and magnet programs
(one junior high school in 1978-79 and two junior
high schools in 1979-80) are scheduled to take effect
during the 1978-79 school year. Some of the ¢ nters
will stress art, music, and basic skills, and ot’ «ill
emphasize science, health, or physical education. '

On June 12, 1978, the superior court approved the
school district’s implementation of the plan for |
year. An integration task force was appointed by the
court in summer 1978 to observe the plan’s progress,
evalute its effect on individual children, and report
findings to the court so that a final decision on the
all-voluntary plan can be made. Task force members
include the chief of police, representatives from San
Diego State University and San Diego Community
College, a bank president, and other business leaders.
Other groups monitoring desegregation efforts are
the San Diego Urban League, the San Diego
Association of Black Social Workers, and the
Chicano Federation.

Civil rights groups doubt that the plan can achieve
desegregation without mandatory provisions. School
officials, on the other hand, are confident the plan
will succeed if it receives community support. They
contend that a mandatory plan would accelerate
white outmigratlon and point to a survey, conducted
by the district in 1977, which found that more than
50 percent of white pdrents said they would withdraw
their childten from the district should a manda.ory
busing program be implemented. -

School officials have instituted a media campaign
to gain public acceptance of the plan. The director of
the San Diego Urban League reports dissatisfaction
with the plan among blacks, who regard it as placing
the burden of desegregation on their children.
However, he has pledged support for the voluntary
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plan until a determinatior. can be made as to its
success.

An assistant superintendent finds general student
acceptance of desegregation and believes the plan
will improve the quality of education in San Diego
by providing more options to students through
special academic programs.

Data on pupil suspensions were not available for
this survey.

Seattle, Washington

Profile

Total student enrollment in 1977-78 in Seattle’s
public schools was 58,{3, including 65.3 percent
Anglos, 18.2 percent blacks, 9.7 percent Asian
Americans, 3.8 percent Hispanics, and 2.9 percent
American "ndians. T8tal student enrollment in 1973~
74 was 72,045, including 74.4 percent Anglos, 15.3
percent blacks, 6.3 percent Asian Americans, 1.6
percent American Indians, and 1.3 percent Hispan-
ics.

Total faculty and administrative staff in 1977-78
was 6,441, including 75.3 percent Anglos, 13.9
. percent blacks, 7.5 percent Asian Americans, 1.7
oercent Hispanics, and 1.6 percent American Indi-
ans. Faculty and administrative staff in 1973-74
totaled 6,311, including 82.9 percent Anglos, 11.5
percent blacks, 4.4 percent Asian Americans, 0.5
percent Hispanics, and 0.4 percent American Indi-
ans.

Federally-assisted programs in Seattle currently
total $6.604,752, including $262,928 of Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Title VII
funds for basic bilingual programs and $6,341,824 of
Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) Title VII funds.
ESAA programs include $817,675 for basic general
assistance, $1,181,957 for magnet schools, $137,064
for pilot programs, $93,564 for preimplementation
programs, $100,000 for desegregation, and $4,011,574
for special proje: ts.

Desegregation Status

Seattle is the first major city to implement an
extensive desegregation plan without court order.
The school board’s mandatory desegregation plan
was implemented in fall 1978 followmg a teachers’
strike that delayed the scheduled opening of schools.
Through mandatory assignment of students by race,
the plan is designed to prevent any school from
exceeding 54 percent nonwhite enrollinent. Approxi-

S

mately 4,500 pupils are being bused this year, and a
total of 11,000 children will have been transferred to
different schools by September 1979.

The plan links about half of Seattle’s 83 elementa-
ry school areas for mandatory exchanges of students,
but at the same time allows children such options as
voluntary busing !0 magnet schools. After 3 years,
14,000 to 15,000 children will be transportéd,
although kindergarten children are now exempt from
being transferred. Past attempts to desegregate by
voluntary transfer and by a magnet program institut-
ed in March 1977 did not significantly reduce
segregation. The magnet schools were alsc prohibi-
tively expensive.

Most Seattle residents appear to accept desegrega-
tion, especially if it can be managed without court
intervention. School officials believe the passage in
March 1978 of a school tax levy indicates the
community’s willingness to accept desegregation.
Community support can be attributed to strong
backing by local officials and civic organizations and
to extensive outreach efforts by Seattle school
officials through advisory committees, public hear-
ings, and active work with the Parent-Teacher-
Student Association (PTSA). Both print and broad-

¢4t media have provided thorough coverage of the

lan.

P An antibusing group, which favors a return to
wholly voluntary desegregation efforts, promoted a
statewide initiative to prohibit “forced” busing. That
initiative was approved by Washington State voters
on November 7, 1978. A class action suit has been
filed in U.S. district court by the Seattle, Tacoma,
and Pasco school districts challenging the initiative’s
constitutionality. In March 1978 an ad hoc citizens
group of parents, known as CIVIC, filed & lawsuit to
prevent Seattle schools from beginning the mandato-
ry busing plan. In June 1978 the suit was srmssed in
King County Superior Court.

Some white outmigration but not a mdespread
exodus is expected. A school district survey of
parents of magnet school students, nonmagnet racial
transfers, and pupils in elementary schools with
magnet programs showed that most parcnts intended
to kecp their children in these programs in 1978-79.
Some parents feel there is a need for more individual
instruction. Minority high school students have
expressed somc resentment and uneasiness about
being placed in predoiinantly white schools, but all
students seem to be going along with the new plan.
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Examples of training programs in the past year
included human relations training for teachers.
Elcmentary teachers without at least 2 years’ expeni-
ence in a minority school were slated for 32-hour
workshops, and 195 of 219 elementary teachers
participated in_ the training last spring. In August
1978 the same 32-hour human relations workshops
were conducted for all bus drivers enrolled in the
district pupil transfer program.

Total student suspensions in 1977-78 were 8,069,
including 49.6 percent Anglos, 37.9 percent blacks,
4.8 percent Hispanics, 4.5 percent Asian Americans,
and 3.2 percent American Indians. Total student
suspensions in 1973-74 were 2,026, including 57.1
percent Anglos, 359 percent blacks, 3.4 percent
Asian Americans, and 2.6 percent American Indians.
(The total figure for 1973-74 is not wholly compat-
ible with current data because the racial categories
were defined differently and suspensions of 1 to 3
days were not recorded. In 1973-74 Hispanics were
included in the Anglo category.)

Longtime observers think that last year's faculty
desegregation. whicl. placed mincrity teachers in
some schools for the first time, was an important
factor in facilitating the\smooth beginning for
desegregation in fall 1978.

Solen, North Dakota

Proftile

Solen is a small, predominantly white community-
of 172 people. As a school district, it functions as a
desegregated, paired system with Carnorball, North
Dakota, whose populatién of 400 on the Standing
Rock Indian Reservation()f predominantly American
Indian. The diste'ct serves-a iotal population of

2,580.
> During the 1977-78 scheol year, 285 (or 84
percent) of the district’s 338 5i :'tents were American
Indians. In 1974-75, 250 (7 percrat) of the 340
pupils were American Indian. Of 26 teachers in the
district, only 2 are American Indians. Four years
ago, only 1 of 24 teachers was an American Indian.
All three school administrators are white. The seven-

member school board has included one American |

Although the distnct sponsored no aculty or
student desegregation traimng grograms during
1977-78, it has applied for a prcgrard to provide
teachers with 21 hours of mandatory cultural
awareness training. In addition, Solen hgs received

Indian during recent years. k
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$56,000 in Federal funds to hire a multicultural
counselor for students and to provide home visita-
tions for the first time during the 1978-79 school
year.

Of a total school budget of $560,000, Federal
funds account for $244,000, most of which is
Johnson-O’Malley and Impact Aid money.

Desegregaticn Status

School desegregation began in Solen School
District No, 3 in August 1977 following pressure by
HEW’s regional Office for Civil Rights (OCR) in
Denver. OCR threatened to cut off Federal funding .
for the district if its two schools were not desegregat-
ed.

As noted, Cannonball, on the Standing Rock
Indian Reservation, and Solen, the adjacent white
community, operate as a desegregated, paired school
system. Grades four through six use the Cannonball
school, and grades o.ae through three and all junior
and senior high school students attend school in
Sclen. All white students in grades four through six
are transported to Cannonball, and Indian students
in grades one through tree and in junior and senior
high school are transported to Solen. The Solen
school board prepared the plan with assistance from
local Indian groups and regional OCR staff. After a
period .of resistance from both the white community
and Indian parents, the courts in North Dakota ruled
against a suit filed by white parents challenging the
legality of the plan.

Although there is no organized resistance at
prescae, Federal and school officials report continu-
ing dissatisfaction with the desegregation plan
among white parents. Several parents have placed
their children in private schools. The Sclen school
board is considering suing the Gtate for approving
the transfer of a white student to a public school
outside the district. Apart from the president of the
school board and the schoo! superintendent, the
white community has made no effort to make a
success of the program. The school superintendent
believes that local media reports have “exacerbated
these negatir e feelings.

Data 0. pupil suspensmns were not availabie for -
this survey. .
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Springfield, Massachusetts

Proflle

Soringfield’s total public school enrollment was
28,032 in October 1977. Of that total, 56.5 percent
were white, 26.2 percent were black, and 15.8 percent
were Hispanic students. In October 1970, total
enroliment was 32,2:6. White student population
was 71.7 percent of that total; blacks were 22.5
percent and Hispanics 5.8 percent.

In 1977 faculty and administrative staff were 87.4
percent white, 9.3 percent black, and 3.4 percent
Hispanic. In 1970 the faculty and administrative staff
was 92.3 percent white, 7.3 percent black and 4
percent Hispanic.

As of October 1978 the school district had received
approximately 35 million in Federal aid, and an
additional $159,000 in ESAA tunds.

Training programs connected with desegregation
were last held in 1976. One of those programs
involved instruciion of 30 teachers on how to
integrate bilingual students into regular classes.

Desegregation Status

Springfield desegregated its public schools in
several phases. The city’s four high schoois h.ve been
integrated for years under an open enrollment plan.
. Junior high schools were desegregated in 1968 when

a predominantly black school was closed and its’

students were assigned to six other schools in the
city. In September 1974, in response to a Massachu-
setts board of education order, the city desegregated
30 tv 36" elementary schools by redistricting the
schools, reassiv.ing st)udents and mandatory pupil
transportation. The remaining six schools were
desegregated a year later under a State board order.

Although the local school district has improved its
performance in correcting Hispanic student isolation,
in 1977 a Puerto Rican community group filed a
complaint with HEW charging discrimination
against Hispanic students and alleging that the
bilingual program fails 1o meet the requirements of
the Lau decision. HEW found aspects of the program
in violation of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, and in the
summer of 1978, the schoo! board began to dzsi sign a
plan to resolve the problem. Other problems in the
district include the underrepresentatm of minority
teachers and the community’s allegation that black
students receive unequal treatment.

During the 1976-77 school year, whites were 42.1
percent of all long-term pupil suspensions, blacks

a~AL
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were 43.9 percent, and Hispanics were 13.4 percent.
Data on pupil suspensions for the 1969-70 school
ear were unavailacle. :

Tacoma, Washington

Profile .

Total pupil enrollment in Tacoma’s public schools
in 1977-78 was 31,026, including ‘81.1 pe:cent
Anglos, 13.1 percent blacks, 2.8 percent Asian
Americans, 2.1 percent American Indians, and 1.5
percent Hispanics. Total encollment in 1970-71 was
36,886, including 85.7 percent Anglos, 10.3 percent
blacks, 1.6 percent Ameiican Indians, 1.3 percent
Asian Americans, and | percent Hispanics. Faculty
and administrative staff in 1978-79 totaled 3,535,
including 86.3 percent Anglos, 10.1 percent blacks,

1.9 percent Asian Americans, | perccnt Hispanics,

and 0.7 percent American Indians. Faculty and
administrative staff in 1970-71 totaled 2,164, includ-
ing 959 percent Anglos, 2.8 percent blacks, 0.6
percent Asian Americans, 0.4 percent Hispanics, and
0.3 percent American Indians.

Federal aid to Tacoma schools during fiscal year
1977 amounted to $7,495,353. That total included
$1,353,101 under the Elementary and Secondary
tducation Act (ESEA), of which $171,555 was for
Title I (Migrant) programs and $43,315 for Sunémer
Special Food Programs; and $124,925 for ESEA
Title IV Indian Education. Other fun sources and
the amounts involved were ESEA Title VII Bilingual
Education, $121,000; Emergency School Aid Act
(ESAA), $590,124; and Indo—Chmese Refugee Assis-
tance, $50,400. ‘

Desegregation Status

After more than 10 years of voluntary, gradual
changes, desegregatron of Tacoma’s school system_
was accomplished by 1972, without a court order,
througl: a combination of optional enrollment
policies and the creation of magnet schools. An
active summer counseling program to encourage
stugent transfers and to smooth the adjustment of
studgnts to their new schools is credited with making,
Tacoma’s largely voluntary desegregation program
successtyl. N
ious neighborhood school system was
altered by implementing a districtwide access system,
Under this system students could choose to attend
any .school in the district. Desegregatio.: entailed
minimal additional pupil transportation.
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The districtwide access system was 95 percent
voluntary. The only exceptions to this voluntary
attendance plan were McCarver and Stanley Ele-
mentary schools. Children moving into the McCar-
ver and Stanley neighborhoods could not choose to
attend those schools, but were required to select any
other school in the district. Procedurally, a stucent
was required to submit an application to the district
for the school he or she chose to attend, and waiting
lists were used to determine priority. .

In 1963 the school board set up a “Subcommittee
to Study: Defacto Segregation,” whose seven mem-
bers included two minorities. The subcommittee
recommended to the board various desegregating
activities. These acti ‘ties as well as subsequent
citizen involvement, official and unofficial, are
described ir a staff report to be published soon. In
the past 2 years, student participation in school
decisionmaking has been invited on an ad hoc,
informal basis. The district nas conducted extensive
inservice training for some 1,500 teachers over a
period of 13 years to sensitize them o the needs of
minority students as Tacoma desegregated:

According to HEW/OCR regional staff, no racial
imbalance currently exists in Tacoma’s schools.
Acceptance of desegregaticn by both white and
black communttics has been high and is generally
attributed to the leadership of school officials and
civic leaders who worked together to ease the city
into the present situation. Since the passage of an

" open housing ordinance in 1975, previously all-white

neighborhoods are being integrated by minority
families. '

Pupil suspensions for 1977-78 totaled 581, includ-
ing 77.1 percent Anglos, 19.3 percent blacks, 2.4
percent American Indians, 0.9 percent Hispanics,
and 0.3 percent Asian Americans. Suspensions for
1974-75 totaled 944, of whom 73.6 percent were
Anglos, 21.7 percent blacks. 2.4 percent American
indians. 1.3 percent Hicpanics, and | percent Asian
Americans.

There haye been nc . ports from minority sivdents

~ of disparities in disciplinary t1eatment. The minority

dropout rate contiriues to decrease in the district, and
the percentage of black youths pursuinf iheir
education beyond high sthool is rising.

Recentiy, minority administrators pointed tc some
problems in the school district’s airing and promo-
tion system. and Tacoma schooi district leaders have
met with them to seek out solutions. Solutions to
these problem:s have not yet been determined.
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Tucson, Arizona

Profile

Total public school enrollment in Tucson in 1977
was 57,346, including 26 percent Hispanics, 5.4
percent blacks, 1.1 percent American Indians 2nd
0.6 percent Asian Americans. Total enroliment in
1970 was 58,506, including 28.1 percent Hispanics,
5.3 percent blacks, 1.7 percent American Indians,
and 1.2 percent Asian Americans. District records
indicate that black and Hispanic classroom teachers
aumbered 65 and 129, respectively, in 1970, com-
pared to 96 and 277 in 1978. In 1978 the five-member
school board included one Asian American and one
Hispanic, compared to cne Asian American member
in 1970.

Federal aid to Tucson schools amounted to
$4,878,054 in 1977. Some ‘programs supported by this
aid included ESEA fuads for improved opportunity
for  educationally  disadvantaged  children
(81,934,766): library and learning .resources
($190,777); Title VII bilingual program ($244,659);
Johnson-O’Malley Indian Education (344,300), and
Vocaticnal Education Act prorrams ($524,545).

Desegregation Status

In 1975 Tuscon School District No. 1, with the
assistance of the Mexican American Steering Com-
mittee and the Biack Council on Education, devel-

~ oped a plan that detailed the school district’s

responsibility toward “equal access to Guality educa-
tion” In 1977 a group of black and Mexican
American parents, unhappy with the rate of desegre-
gation progress, filed suit in the Fede:al district court
charging that the schools were segregated. In Jure
1978 the court ordered the school district to devise a
desegregation plan specifically for § of 102 schools,
to become effective with the opening of schools in
fall 1978. A district pian tbut included the transporta-
tion of 350 additional K -12th grade students was
implemented in September 1978.

The districs has hired full-time staff to provide
inservice vraining for cla3sroom personnel in cultural
awareness, aud for 4 years schooi officials have
-worked with STRIDE (Service, Training, Research
in Desegregated Education). A school board member
believes that success in carrying out the court order
will depend on how information. is now provided to

; the community. He added that the two local
newspapers have covered the-desegregation issue in
an objective manner. Community leaders indicate a
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- positive feeling about desegregation, and the district
superintendent has promoted desegregation among
the school board and stafT.

- Some local civil rightts leaders, however, are
skeptical about the eventual outcome of the plan.
They believe that, in the past, school boundaries
were designed to maintain segregation. One said,
“They have been busing minerity kids right past
white schools for years to seqregated schools.” He
also said, “The better teachers are at.the eastside
[white) schools, while the prubationary teachers are
sent to minority schools.” ‘A local academician saj.
he believes that most people “do not want any
change that would affeci theif families, such as
busing or the closing of.schools.” The only known
group lermed in opposition to desegregation is the
“Tucson Unified Education Committee,” which is
madr up primarily of Anglos. Twc other community
vigan:.ations involved in desegregation are the local
NAAC? and the Mexican American Legal Defense

and Education Fund, both of which assisted black

and Mexican American parents in their lawsuit in
1977.
In 1977 there were 841 student suspensions that

" included 24 percent Hispanics, 15 percent blacks, 8

© percent :isian Americans, and 3 percent American
Indians. In 1972 suspensions totaled 325, including
17.8 percent Hispanics, 12.6 percent blacks, 0.9
percent Asian Americans, and (1.6 perceni American
Indians.

——

Uvalde, Texas

Frofile
In 1977 tetal public school enrollment in Uvaide
- was 4:527, including 68.6 percent Hispanic and iess
than 1 percent black. Total enrolirne~t in 1970 was
3.618. including 62 percent Hispanic and less than |
- percent biack. The school district’s faculty totaled
192 in 1970. 8.3 [perceni of whoin w-ere Hispanic. By

Federal® aid to Uvalde schools is currently
$1,017,084. That total inciudes $260,000 for Elemen-
tary and Secondary Educafion Act (ESEA) Title I
nrograms and $236,C00 for migrant educaiion pro-
grams.

Desegregaticn Status

The 1970 suit to desegregate the Uvalde schools is
unique, for it charged that Mexican American rather
than black students were being segregated. In 1975
the US. Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit
agreed, ond the case (Morales v. Shannon) was
remanded to the Federal diswict court for further
action. v

A pairing plan to desegregate [our elementary -
scheols, each of which had a Mexican American
enrcliment exceeding 66 percent, went into effect in
1976. Under the plan, ‘only those students living
outside a 2-mile.radius of the school are provided
transportation at public expense. According to the
superintendent, the plan is working well.

Community feaders and a local attorney, however,
claim that there have been numerous allegations that
children are being segregated within schools through -
the misuse of ability grouping. “Ability groupings
have the effect of separating children by race, despite

the educational justifications that may be raised,”
stated a local leader. As their. parents see it, Mexican
American students are not motivated by school
counselors to seek higher education, are not given
adequate recognition as athletes, and are dispropor-
tionately suspended for disciplinary problems. Ac-
cording to student suspension data provided by the
scincol district, theré were 20 suspensions, 11 of
which were Hispanic students, in 1974-75. Of 26
suspensions in the 1977-78 school year, 18 (69.2 -
percent) were Hispanic students.

Community leaders agreed that it is too soon to
tell whether desegregation has resulted-1n education-
al improvements for Chicano students, although

1977 the proportion of Hispanic teackars had nearly - some schools have undgergone physicai improve-

doubled. ic 15.4 phrcent =f the district’s 273 faculty
members. Only 1-8f ministrators was Hispanic
in 1270, compared with 5 of 19 by 1978. Although
one Mexican American served on the school board
from 1970 to 1974, ther:ﬂ’iav}x 110 minoriiies on the

board now. ~

ments. A parent said, “¥’¢ fought for the improve-
men: of our schools, but it wasn't until the white -
community sent their chilG-2n to our schools that the
schools were improved.” According to_c¢omirunity
leaders, there has been little or no white outmigration
.as a result of school desegregation.
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Chapter 4

Conclusion

This report has examined school desegregation
developments during the past 2 years at two levels:
first, the Federal level, including desegregation-relat-
ed activities of all three branches, the judicial, the
executive, and the legislative; and second, at State

. and local levels, through tsief reviews by the
Commission’s nine regional offices of the status of
* school desegregation in 47 schootl districts. '

The picture that emerges from this revicw of the
status of schoo! desegregation in 1978 is far from
clearcut. On the one hand, there are communities

thre aghout’the land where desegregation is working.

Co.nmunities that have been divided over the issue
are emerging as stronger communities as leaders
from all walks of life work out constructive solutions
to difficult educational problems. Children and
young persons are being provided with gennine
opportunities to obtain an ed-.  uon that will help
prepare them to live in a pluralistic society. Equality

. - of educational opportunity is beginning to take on

real meaning. Some examples of communities that
fall into this category out of the 47 on which we have
reports are: Charlotte-Mecklenburg North Carolira;
Denver, Colora 'o; Pr - vidence, Rhode Island; Tam-
pa, Florida; and Tacoma, Washington. It may be
nled that among this group of 47, Seattle, Washing-

.ton, instituted a.ccmy sory program for desegrega-

tion of its schools wituout being ordered to do so

either by a court or by the Department of Health,.

Education, and Welfare.

On_the otaer hand, there~ are communities that
have- empioyed a variety of devices to prevent,
obsirugt, or slow down desegregation. Some of these
cor ities have started or will start the desegrega-
tion grocess this school year. Examples of such
communities out of our sample of 47 include

1 347 U.S. 48341934).

Cleveland, Ohio; Indianapolis, Indiana; Los An-

. geles, California; and New Castle County (Wilming-

ion), Delaware. The years of litigation should not
deter thece communities from meeting their constitu-
tional o..gations. The experience of other cities
indicates that the goals are achievable.

In other cities, the obstructionist tactics of the last
10 to 15 years continue to block any meaningful
school desegregation progress. Examples of such
communities in our sample include Buffalo, New
York; East Baton Rouge Pu.ish, Louisiana; and
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. Each year of delay, of
course, is another year of denial of equal educational
opportunities to many children and young people.

As we have noted, Congress has aided and abetted
the obstructionists in the -field of desegregation by
attempting to make it increasingly difficult to @nforce
desegregation policies. Furthermore, although there
are some encourgaging signs on the horizon, the
executive branch has yet to n,ount the kind of all-out
enforcement effort that will make clear that the
Nation is firmly committed to the goal of ensuring
equal educational spportrnities. The planned
strengthening of enforceisent staff at HEW, if*
accompanied by a determination to cut off funds in

‘case of violations of equal opportumty rights, will

markedly change this picture.

Some public doubt has arisen as to whether recent
decisions of the Supreme Court of the United States
reflect a retreat from earlier principles set forch in-
Brown ! and Other decisions that followed that
lanainark ruling. In the Commission’s view, Brown
remain: the law of the land, and the law must be
vigorot iy enfurced.

Concern has also been registered by Hispanic,
Asian and Pacific Island Americans and by Ameri-
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can Indian communities over the possible loss of
bilingual-bicultural education opportunities in the
course of desegregating schools. HEW's Office for
Civil Rights must closely scrutinize local school
. programs in order to make sure this does ..ot happen.

Finally, minority groups in various school districts
allege and remain concerned about discriminatory
patterns in student discipline, assignment, and the
busirg and suspension of minority students. Our
surveys indicate that there is a kasis for these
concerns. Responsible Federal, State, and local
officials must "ensure that such préblems receive
continual review and that prompt and appropriate
action is taken when evidence points to discrimina-
tion. .

The 1976 Commission study stressed the basic
imporrance of leadership on the part of the political
officeholders at the Federal, State, and local levels to
the desegregation effort.2 This study reaffirms that
conclusion.

The Commission makes the following recommenda-
tions:

L. The Congress should turn back all efforts to
thwart school desegregation and should instead pro-
vide positive support for £~ constitutional imperative
of desegregating the Nation’s public schools.

(@) The Congress should reject measures de-

signed to limit executive or judicial authcrity in the

eniforcement of school desegregation. Specifically,
the Congress should repea! the Eagleton-Biden
amendment to the HEW-1.  r appropriations bill
forbidding HEW to require, directly or indirectly,
the transporting of ar; student to a school other
than the school that, prior to any action after

September 30, 1976, mvolvmg the merging; cluster-

ing, or pairing of said schidol with any other, was -
_ nearest the student’s home and that offers the
' courses of study pursued by the student.

(b) Proposed legislation that seeks to defir= very

narcowly the standards to be used by Federal

courts in formulating segregation remedies would
be inimical to the cause of equal educational
opportunity in our public schools.

() Congress snould make new funds available

for voluntary efforts to achieve metropolitan

sck ~ol desegregation.

2. The Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare through its Office for Civil Rights should
further inteusify its enforcement effort.

2 U.S., Comnussion on Civil Rights, Fulfilling the Letter axd Spirit of the
- Law (1976). pp. 92-97.

(a) The Department should expedite its progra=
to clear the backlog of complaints'and to reorgan-.
ize and strengthen its school desegrrgatnon en-
forcement activities.
(b) Pupil enrollment survey data should be
gathered and:fully analyzed so as to provide timely
information of importance to the school desegre-
gation effort. Such analyses should b mublished
promptly in order to contribute to a better
understanding among the Congress, responsible
State and local education officials, and th»
American people of the current level of segréga-
tion in the Nation’s public schools.
(1) The Department, through its Office for
Civil Rights, and its National Institute of
Education, should continue to“intensify the
gathering and analysis of statistical data on a
long-term basis in order to establish a national
data base by school districts tha,t will permit a
longitudinal aualysis of the effect of desegrega-
tion so that appropriate pohcnes can be devised
and 1mplemented
(¢) An increasing number of Title VI compliance
reviews of school districts in large metropolitan
areas should be undertaken.
(1) In metropolitan areas characterized by a
great concentration of minority pupils within the
-inner city and few in suburban schools, HEW
should seek to determine whether such ra-
cial/ethnic isolation was caused by an interdis-
- trict violation of the law.3
(2) HEW should develop comprehensive
guidelines cn the issue of metropolitan desegre-
gation. These guidelines should clearly identify
“he civil rights and equal educational opportuni-
ty responsibilities of public school systems under
the Constitution and under Federal law. The
guidelines should cover the extent to which
HEW will coiisider the roles that governmental
bodies other than school districts, cuch as
housing authorities, play in the creation of
segregated school systems.
(d) HEW should expecite and comple?e find
termination proceedings where violation of the law

‘has been established and where there is a failure to

take corrective action. A failure to use this
sanction when authorized to do su leads to the
conclusion that the government doe: not really

3 Sece U.S. Commission »n Civil Rights, Siatement on Me:ropolitan School
“Desegregation (1977), p. 118.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

intend to do everything within its power to bring

segregated education to an enc.

All of the above steps should be possible with the
authorized increase in personnel for the Office for
Civil Rights within HEW.

3. The Department of Justice should assign
sufficient resources to accelerate its response to school
dasegregation cases referred by HEW,

Enactment of the Eagleton-Bden amendment
restricts the ability of HEW to enforce school
desegregation through adminisirative actions and
should result in an increase in the litigative werkload
of the Justice Department in.this area. Failure to
assign adequate resources to handle this workioad
will play into the hands of those who seek to
perpetuate a systzm of segregated education.

4. An appropriate White House official should be
designated by the President to coordinate, in addition
to other duties in the civil rights area, all of the
resources and authorities of the executive branch in
order to bring about a vigorous and effective enforce-
ment of the constitutional mandate to desegregate
elementary and secondary schools.*

(a) This act of Presidential ieadership would lead

not only to more effective coordination, but would

be a clear indication of the high pricrity that in his
judgment sheuld be given to the Nation’s desegre-
. gation program. o )

(b) Executive departraents and agencies should

be directed to provide pians as to the steps they

4 Id.p. 117,
 Sce Fulfiling the Letter and Spirit of the Law, p. 157, where the
Commissio~ recommended vanous steps to be taken by the President and
also the Congress to contnbute to the development of desegregated
communities.
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can and will take each year to facilitate school
desegregation, including efforts to eliminate hous-
ing segregation.5 a

In 1978 24 years after the Brown decision, much
remains to be done to finish the uncompleted task of
guaranteeing all children in this Nation an equal
chance at a good education. The above steps, if
promptly and vigorously pursued, will facilitate
achievement of this vital objective.

The longer the delay in ending segregation in our
public school systcms, the greater will be the cost to
all Americans in 2conomic terms and in social and
human values.® It must be understood that school
desegregaticn is important not only to minorities, but
to white Americans as well. Separation is “a demiai of
equal opportunity to white pupils who otnerwise
would ‘benefit from u.filtered contact with their
peers’. The benefits of school integration accrue to
all. .. .7

No other goal is as essential to the public interest
of this Nation us the completion of the task of
eliminating all forms of discrimination in our public
schools. The duty of responsible officials at all levels
to work on behalf of this goal is clear and
irrevocable. Ultimate achievement of this objective
remains “the touchstone of all racial equality in a
pluralistic society.”8
8 U.S., Commission on Civil Rights. Twenty Years Afier Brown (1977 ed.’ ¢
" ibid
8 Ibid.



Appendix A

SOURCES FOR 47 SCHCOL DISTRICT SURVEYS

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA

Affirmative Action Plan for Equal Employment
Opportunity (1977-1978), prepared and published by
Anchorage School District, October 1977, made
available to U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Seattle
Regional Office.

Lynda K. Baril, equal opportunity specialist, U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Office for Civil Rights, Seattle, interview, Mar. 28,
1978.

Linda Black, State and Federal programs coordi-
nator, Anchcrage School District, telephon: :uter-
view, Apr. 5, 1978.

Tom Freeman, grants management officer, An-

chorage Unified School District, telephone interview,

Sept. 20, 1978. -

Hattie Harris, parent, telephone interview, Apr. 3,
1978. Robert Kemp, president, Anchorage chapter,
NAACP, and staff member, Alaska Human Rela-
tions Commissior,, telephone interview, Mar. 31,
1978.

Eleanor Hill, equal opportunity specialist, U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,

Office for Civil Rights, Seattle, interview, Mar. 28,

1978.
Robert Lamb, Director, Community Relations

Service, U.S. Department " of Justice, telephone .

interview, Apr. 3, 1978,

Gary Mathis, secondary schools coordinator,

Anchorage Unitifed School District, telephone inter-
views, Sept. 15 and 20, 1978.

Jo' 1 Peper, superintendent, Anchorage School
Distr:ct, telephone interview, Apr. 4, 1978.

Diana Snuwden, equal employment opportunity
officer, - Anchorage School District, and member,
Alaska Human Rights Commission, telephone inter-
view, Mar. 29, 1978.

Lynne Woods, human reiations officer, Anchorage
School District, and member, Alaska Advisory
Co= Lttee to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights,
telepuorie interviews, Mar. 31 and Sept. 14, 1978.

Statistical material (Form 10}s) o file with U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Oiftice for Civil Rights, Seattle.

ATLANTA, GECRGIA

Atlanta Constitution: *“School Bias Plaintiffs Offer
1,000 Docaments,” Mar. 22, 1978, p. 15A; “School
Systems Freed From Bias Suit,” Mar. 22, 1978. p. 3C.

Business Atlanta, “City Schools: New A.t'itudes
Toward an Old Problem,” pp. 25-30.

“Calkoun v. Ed S. Cook, Civ. Actioa No. 6298
(N.D. Georgia 1973).

All statistical information provided by the Atlanta
School District tc the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights, Atlarta Regional Office. -

AUSTIN, TEXAS

Appendix filed in U.S. Supreme¢ Court in Texas
Education Agency v. United States, No. 76-200,
October term, 1976. :

Brief, filed for the Unitud States in U.S. Supreme . -

Court, Texas Educatiox Agency v. United States, No.
76-200, October term, 1976,

Brief, filed for Mexicar. American Legal Defense
fad Educaticn Fund in U.S. Supreme Court, in

Texas Education Agency v. United States, No. 76-200,

October term, 1976. .

Bricf, filed for the United States in the U.S. Court
of -Appeals for the Fifth Circuit, in Un:ted States v.
Texas Education Agency, No. 73-330!, Nlar. 23, 1977.

Brief, filed for the Mexican American intervenors
in the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit, in
United States,v. Texas Education Agency, No. 13-
3301, Mar. 23, 1977.
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Brief, filed for Mexican American intervenors, in
response to Petition for Rehearing En Banc in United
States v. Texas Education Agency, No, 77-3301, : 1ar.
3, 1978.

Hugh Echols. assistant superintendent, Austin
Independent School District, telephone interiew,
Apr. 3, 1978.

Gabriel Gutierrez, attorney, Austin, Texas, inter-
view, 1978.

Summary or attendance data for school year 1977
8, Ethaic Composition of Students by School (Oct.
i, i977).

Summary of employment data for school year
1977-78, Ethnic Composition of Professional Em-
ployees in Buildings.

Texas Education Agency v. United Stater (Austin
ISD), 45 US.L.W. 3413 (Dec 7, 1970).

United Stctes v. Texas Education Agency (Austin
ISD). unreported Memorandum Opinion and Order
(U.S. District Court. Western District of Texas,
Austin Division, June 28, 1971).

Id, July 28, 1971.

United States v. Texus Education Agency (Austin

ISD), 467 F.2d 848 (5th Cir. en banc 1972) (Austin 1).
~ United States v. Texas Education Agency (Austin
ISD), unreported Memorandum Gpinion and Order
(US. Di-t-ict Court, Western District of Texas,
Austin Division, August 1975;.

United States v. Texas Education Agency (Austin
ISD), 532 F.2d 380 (5th Cir. 1976) (Austin IV),

United States v. Texas Education Agen.y (Austin
ISD), 564 F.2d 162 (5th Cir. 1977) (Austin I1I).

Statistical information provided by the Austin
Independent School District to the U.S. Commissinn
on Civil Rights, San Antonio Regional Office.

BALTIMORE, MARYLAND

Baltimore Sun: “City, State Ask Reversal of Pias
Ruling,” Jan. 30, 1977; “Expansion of Busing
Advocated,” Feb. 16, 1577; “Slean Thirnks School
Board's Racial Make-up Does Not Affect Deci-
sions,” Aug. 24, 1977.

Eric .Carnicker, attorney. U.S. Depattnent of
Heaith, Education, and Welfare, Office for Civil
Rights, telephone interview, June 6, 1978.

Dr. John L. Crew, superintendent of education,
Baltimore School Distric* telephone in¢ :view, Mar.
17, 1978,

Harcld Davis, investigator. US Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Office for Civi]
Rignts, telephone interview, Mar. .1, 1378.
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Daniel Nitzharg, Maryland Advisory Committee
to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, telephone
interview, Apr. 17, 1978.

Marjorie K. Smith, Maryland Advisory Commit-
tee to the US. Commission on Civil Rights,
telephone interview, Apr. 17, 1978.

Phyllis Smith, clerk, Federal district court, Balti-
more, telephone interview, Apr. 11, 1978.

Dr. Adolphus Spain, chief, Nonpublic Accredita-
tion Branch, Maryland State Department of Educa-
tion, telephone interview, Apr. 17, 1978.

All data in tis sumunary piovided by Haroid
Davis, GCR/HEW, and Dr. John L. Crew, superin-
tendent, Baltimore School District. Details of de-
segregr .~ - plan provided by office of Dr. John
Gist,« - superintendent, Baltimors City Schools.

BATCN ROUGF, LOUISIANA

1’Orsay Bryant. president, Easi Baton Rouge
Parish NAACP, i erview, Mar. 28, 1978.

Coniputer printout, Enrollment on Sex and Race
by Payroll Type, Feb. 28, 1978.

Linda Lightfoot, reporter, State szeS, interview,
Mar. 28, 1978.

Clyde H. Lindsey, superintendent, East Baton
Rouge Parish Schools, interview, Mar. 28, 197€.

State Times: “Tourt Hears East Baton «-.uge
Desegregation Case,” Dec. 16, 1977; “East Baton
Rouge Blacks Appeal Ruling that Schools are

. Unitary,” Dec. 2, 1977; “Is School System Umtary"”

Dec. 13, 1977.

“Test Results From Selected Schools in East Baton
Rouge Parish for Spring of 1977, unpublished
report, East Baton Rouge School District.

Clydene Weathersby, reporter, State Times, mtcr-
view, Mar. 28, 197§.

Robert C. Williams, counsel, East Baton Rouge
MAACP, interview, Mar. 28, 1978.

All data in this summary provided by Region VI of

“ HEW and the East Baton Rouge School District to

s

US. Commission-on Civil nghts San Antonio
Regional Office.

BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS

JTracy Amalfitano, Massachusetts Advisory Com-
mittee to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights,
intervicys, Mar. 27, 1978.

Clerk of Cor-t. Massachusetts State Legizlature,
telepl.one interview, Sept. 13, 1978.
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John Coakley, Office of the Department of
Implementation, Boston Public Schools, telephone
interview, Apr. 7, 1978.

Robert Coard, executive director, Action for
Boston Community Development (ABCD), tele-
phone interviews, Sept. 11 and 13, 1978.

George Coughlin, staff member, Boston School
Department, telephone interview, Sent. 12, 1978.

George Cox, staff member, Depa:iment of Imple-
mentation, Boston School Department, telephone
interview, Sept. 14, 1978.

Kalph Degruittock, statt member, Boston School
Department, telephone interview, Sept. 13, 1978.

Marian Fahey, superintendent, Boston Public
Schools, telephone intervicw, Apr. 6, 1978.

John Gray, staff member, ESAA unit, Boston
School Department, telephone interview, Sept. 14,
1978.

Helen Moren, associate superintendent, Boston
School Depariment, telephone interview, Sept. 15,
1978.

Mary Ellen Smith, director, Citywide Education
Coalition, Inc., teleplione interviews, Sept. 11 and 13,
1978.

U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Fulfilling the
Lettzr and Spirit of the Law: Desegregation of the
Nation’s Public Schools (1976), pp. 25-39.

Sidney Yeldell, staff member, Department of
Security, Boston School Depariment, telephone
interviews, Sept. 13 and 14, 1978.

BUFFALO, NEW YORK

Claude Clapp, deputy superintendent, Buffalo
Board of Education, telephone interview, Apr. 6,
1978. '

Evelyn Cooper, staff, Buffalo ¢ -
telephone interviews, Apr. 6and 190, i~

Kenneth Echols, coordinator of imw, ation, staff,
Bufalo Board of Education, telephone interview,
Oct. 18, 1978.

Eugene Reviile. superintendent, Buffal: Public
Schools, telphone interview, Apr. 6, 1978.

Franklin Williams, Chairperson, New York Advi-
sory Committee to the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights, letter to Judge J. Curtin, U.S. District Court,
Western District of New York, Sept. 15, 1976.

_US. Department of Health, E ‘ucation, and
‘Welfare, Nationa! Institute of Eduration, School
Desegregation: A Report of State and Federal Judiciol
. and Adnunistrative Activity, October 1977, p. 27.

Education,

£s

All statistical information provided by Buffalo
School District to the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights, New York Regional Office.

BURLEY, IDAHO

Helen Almanza, parent and staff member, Burley
office, Idah. Migrant Council, telephone interview,
Mar. 31, 1978.

Lynda K. Baril, equal opportunity specialist, U.S.

Der_tment ¢f Health Education,
Office for Civil Rights, interview, Seattle, Mar. 28,
1978.

Harold Blauer, former superintendent of schools,
Cassia County Joint School District No. 151,
telephone interview, Apr. 5, 1978.

Consuelo Correa, parent, tzicphone ‘nterview, Apr.
4, 1978.

Charles Eberhart, vice principal, Overland Junior
High School, telephone interviews, Mar. 31 and Sept.
15, 1978. )

Kent Griffith, State coordinator, ACTION, tele-
phone interview, Mar. 3i, 1978/

Letter of acceptance of Burley’s plan for voluntary
compliance, signed by Marlaina Kiner, Director,

and Welfare,

Office for Civil Rights, U.S. Department of Hexlth,

Education, and Welfare, Seattle, Mar. 26, 1976. '“‘

Manuel Lopez, director of community relations,
Cassia County Joint School District No. 151,
teleplione interview, Apr. 4, 1978.

Dr. William Peckham, superintendent, Burley
School [ trict, telephone interview, Sept. 15, 1978.

Rudy Fena, Vice Chairperson, Idaho Advisory
Committee to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights,
telephone interview, Mar. 30, 1978.

Plan for voluntary compliance, Cassia County
Joint School District No. 151, submitted to OCR by
Superintendent Blauver on Mar. 20, 1976.

Roque Vaquera, equal opportunity specialist,
Office for Civil Rigkts, U.S. Department of Health,
Educ .ion, and Welfare, Seattle, Mar. 28, 1978.

All data in thic summary provided by the Cassia
County .i~int School District No. 151 to the US.
Comir - +*1 on Civil Rights, Seattlc Regional Office.

Statis*«. ' material (Form 101s) on file with Office
for Civil Rights, U.S. Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, Seattle.
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CHARLOTTE-MECKLENBURt, NORTH
CAROLINA

Ann Brandt, director of public information,
Charlotte-Mecklenburg  Schools, telephone inter-
views, Mar. 28 and Apr. 3, 1978.

J2.x Bullard, director, Charlotte-Meck!lenburg
Cc .aunity Relations Committee, interview, Mar.
29, 1978.

Julius Chambers, attorney, Charlotte, interview,
Mar. 30, 1978.

Charlotte ¥ews, Mar. 28, 1978.

Charlotte Observer: Oct. 8, 1977, pp- 1-A and 19-
A; Mar. l», 1978; July 29, 1977; Sept. 9, 1978, p. 3-
C.

Charlotte-Mecklenburg  Schools,
Stardardized Testing,” October 1977.

Tom Powers, research planner, Charlotte-Meck-
lenburg Planning Commission, telephone interview,
Apr. 3, 1978.

Dr. Jay M. Robinson. superintendent, Charlotte-
Mecklenburg Schools, interview, Mar. 30, 1978.

Allan Rousseau, president, Charlotte NAACP,
interview, Mar. 30, 1978.

'~ Wilson, economic opportunity specialist, U.S.
Dcpartment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
OfTice for Civil Rights, interview, Mar. 27, 1978.

All statisticai information proviced by the Char-
lotte-Mecklenburg Schooi District to the U.S. Com-
mission on Civil Rights, Atlanta Regional Office.

“Report on

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS

Chicago Daily News, Chicago Sun Times, and
Chicago Tribuie, Apr. 3, 1978.

Citizens’ Advisory Committee, staff monitoring
meetings (no dates).

Judson Hixson, education director, Chicago Ur-
ban League, telephone interview (no date).

Robert Lyons, deputy superintendent, Illinois
Office of Education, telephone interview, Mar. 21,
1978.

Chris Nugent, director, Citizens School Commit-
-~ tee, telephone interview, Sept. 14, 1978.

“Racial/Ethnic Student Survey,” Board of Educa-
tion, City of Chicago, Department of Rezearch, Oct.
31, 1977.

All other data including current statistics provided
by Chicago District Schools to U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights, Chicago Regional Office.
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CLARX COUNTY (LAS VEGAS), NEVADA

Susan Deluca, teacher, Rancho High School,
interview, Apr. 3, 1978.

Las Vegas Review, ““Schools Must be Integrated,”
May 1969.

Kobert Patroni, attorney, Clark County Schools,
telephone interview, Apr. 11, 1978.

Susan Robertson, vice principal, Rancho High
School, telephone interview, Apr. 11, 1978.

All statistical infor:..ation provided by the Clark

County School District to the U.S. Comn.ission on;;’

Civil Kights, Los Angeics Regicnal Office. ol

S~

CLEVELAND, OHIO

Cleveland Plain Dealer, “What Next? School
Officials Look at State Now for Bailout,” Apr. 7,
1978.

Gwen Hall, member, Ohio Advisory Committee to
the U.S Commission on Civil Rights, Apr. 8, 1978.

Len Hamiltor, equal opportunity specialic~ Office
for Civil Rights, U.S. Department of Health, t :.uca-
ticn, and Welfare, Cleveland, telephc:2 intem ow,
Apr. 3, and 11, 1978.

Tommie Jones, staff membe:, Community Kela-
tions Service, U.S. Department of Justice, Dayton,
Ohio, teleohone interviews, 2pr. 7 -nd June 2, 1978.

Kenneth Mines, JOffice for Civil Rights, U.S.
Department of Health, - Education, and Welfare,
telephone intérview, Sept. 13, 1978.

Delores Ranson, Office of Bilingual Programs,
Ohio State Department of Education, telephone
interview, Sept. 12 and Oct. 11, 1978.

Reed v. Rhodes, James . Hardy, attorney for the

plaintifTs.

Statistical information provided by the Cleveland
School District to U.S. Commission on Civil Rights,
Chicago Regional Office.

COLORADO SPRINGSE, COLORADO

Colorado Department of Education, Ethnic Distri-
bution in Colorado Schools, 1973; Pupil Membership
and Related Information, Fall, 1977.

Colorado Springs Sun, Norman Draher “District
I1 Desegregation Program Praised,” Mar. 22, 1977,
p. L.

El Paso County Colorado School District No.
Eeven, Affirmatir-: Action Plan for Equal Employrent
Opportunity, Nov. 16, 197 1.

Jim Gibney, “School Desegregation Workmg
Denver Post, Niur. 22, 1977.
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Dorothy Smith, director, Colorado Springs chap-
ter, NAACP, telephone interview, Apr. i4, 1978.

US. Commission on Civil Rights, School De-
segregation in Colorady Springs, Coloradv (February

1977).

Thurman Warner, information officer for Scheol
District No. 11, telephone interview, Apr. 13, 1978.

Dru Wilson, “District 11 Lauded for Desegrega-
tion Efforts,” Gazette Telegraph, Mar. 22, 1977, p. 3.

Updated information, including statistics, suppiied
by Roslyn M. Grady, director of planning and
evaluation, Office of the Superintendent, Colorado
Springs Public Schools, to U.S. Commission on Civil
Righis, Denver Regional Office.

DADE COUNTY (MIAMI), FLORIDA

“Attendance Zone Recommendations with Alter-
natives, 1978-79, for Consideration by the School
Board at the March 22, 1978 Meeting,” by Superin-
tendent J. J. Jones, to School Board Members of
Dade County, Mar. 14, 1978.

“Bilingual Education in Dade County,” August
1977, published by Dade County Community Rela-
tions Board (CRB).

Paul Cejas, president, and Javier Bray, past
presidert, Spanish American L.ague Against Dis-
crimination (SALAD), interviews, Mar. 31, 1978.

James Burke, president, NAACP, interview, Mar.
31, 1978.

John Due, piogram director, Dade County Com-
munity Relations Board, interview, Mar. 29, 1978.

Tom Fisher, director, State Student Assessment,
State Department of Education, Tallahassee, tele-
phone interview, Apr. 5, 1978.

Rose Inclar, consultant, tilingual program, Dade
County Public Schools, telephone interview, Mar. 28,
1978. :

J.J. Jones, superintendent, Dade County Public
Schools, interview, Mar. 30, 1978.

Phil Lyde, equal opportunity specialist, Office for
Civil Rights, U.S. Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, interview, Mar. 28, 1978.

Mian:i Her.'d: Mar. 2, 1978, p. 5-A; Mar. 9, 1978,
p- 1-C; Mar. :5, 1978, p. 1-B; Mar. 19, 1978, p. 1-A;
Mar. 23, 1978, p. 1-B; Feb. 13, 1977, p. 4-5; Feb. 17,
1977, p. 1-B; Mar. 17, 1978, p. 3-A.

Miami News: Mar. 17, 1978, p. 5-A; Mar. 23, 1978,
r. 5-A.

Miami Times: Mar. 15, 1978, n. 1-A; Mar. 23,
1978, p. 1-A. ‘

‘.

Ted Nichols, Chairperson, Florida Advisory Com-
mittee to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights,
telephone interview, Mar. 28, 1978.

“Neighborhood Schools,” Forum Dade County
CRB, Feb. 15, 1978.

Virgilio Perez, member, Bilingual Education Task
Force, Dade County School Board, interview, Mar,
31, 1978. .

“Rnnrt of the Bi-Racial Tri-Ethnic Committee on
Atte  ...ce Zones Recommendations with Alterna-
tives for 1978-79,” Mar. 28, 1978.

“Statistical Highlights 1978,” Dade County Public
Schools.

Status Report on Implementation of Affirmative
Action Through October 1977, Dade County Public
Schools.

William Turner, member, Dade County Schoot -
Board, telephone interview, Mar. 29, 1978.

Eldridge Williams, director, Educational Opportu-
nity Office, Dade County Public Schools, interviews,
Mar. 30 and Sept. 11, 1978.

All statistical information provided by the Dadz
County School District to the U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights, Atlanta Regional Office.

DENVER, COLORADO

Tony Arguello, training officer, City and County
of Denver, Commission on Community Relations,
telephone intervizw, Apr. 13, 1978.

Colorado Department of Education, Pupil Mem-
bership and Related Infermation, Fall 1977: Ethric
Distribution in Colorado Public Schools, 1973.

Community Education Council, “Report from the
Community Education Council Monitoring Commit-
tee,” June 1977.

Hearing Before the U.S. Commission on_ Civil
Rights— Denver, Colorado, 1976, pp. 486-96.

Fred Holmes, director, Community Services Unit,
Colorado Department of Education, telephone inter-
view, Apr. 12, 1978:

John Rankin, supervisor of community informa-
tion, Denver Public Schools, telephone interview,
Apr. 12, 1978. :

" Wilbur Reed regional conciliator, U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice, Community Relations Service,
te’+phone interview, Apr. 13, 1978.

" .ancisco Rios, president, Community Education
Council, telephone interview, Apr. 13, 1978.

US. Department of Health, Education, aad
Welfare, Nationzl Institute of Education, School
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Desegregation. A Report of State and Federal Judicial
and Adn}iniS(Mlive* Activity (October 1977), p. 8.

William Trombiey, “Denver Integration: A Lesson
for L.A.?" Los Angeles Times, Nov. 27, 1977, p. 1;
“Citizens Group, Monitors Keep Eye on the
Schools,” Los Angeles Times, Nov. 27, 1977, p. 3; and
“Denver Hispanic Leaders Resigned to Integration,”
Los Angeles Times, Nov. 27, 1977, p. 3.

All statistical information provided by Denver
Public Schools to U.S. Commission on Civil Rights,
Denver Regional Office.

DES MOINES, IOWA

Letters received by the Central States Regional
Office (Kansas City, Missouri), U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights, from: Wesley S. Chapman, director of
Intercultural Affairs for Des Moines Public Schools,
Apr. 10, 1978; Mrs. Jack Spevak, member, Des
Moines School Board, Apr. 10, 1978.

Wesley S. Chapman, director of Intercultural
Affairs for Des Moines Public Schools, telephone
interview, Sept. 14, 1978.

Des Moines Register: *Desegregated Cities Trip for
Des Moines Groups,” May 5, 1977;
School Begins Smoothly,” Aug. 8, 1977.

All statistical information provided by the office of
Dwight M. Davis, superintendent of Des Moines
Public Schools, and by Wesley S. Chapman, director
of Interculwural Affairs, Des Moines Public Schools,
to U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Kansas City,
Mo., Regional Office.

Impressions and some data are based on the 1977-
1978 school year unless otherwise noted.

DETROIT, MICHIGAN

Orrie O. Barr, Office for Civil Rights, U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Cleveland Office, telephone interview, Apr. 3, 1978.

John Cardwell, director, State and Federal pro-
grams, Detroit Public Schools, telephone interview,
Apr. 3, 1978.

Jerry Teachman, U.S. courts, Desegregation Moni-
toring Commission, f:lephone interview, Apr. 3,
1978.

Gus Gaynett. Community Relations Service,
Detroit Field Office, Department of Justice, tele-
phone interview, Apr. 4, 1978.

Jesse F. Goodwir, chairman, Education Commit-
tee, NAACP, Detroit, telephone interview, Apr. 5,
1978.
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“Des Moines
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William Grant, Detroit Free Press, telephone
interview, Apr. 5, 1978.
Louis R. Lucas, attorney for plaintiffs, telephone

_ interview, Apr. 5, 1978.

Gerald Mclntosh, director, Office for Desegrega-
tion, Detroit Public Scheols, telephone interview,
Apr. 4,1978.

Milliken v. Bradlzy, 484 ¥.2d 215 (6th Cir. 1973),
rev'd and remanded, 418 U.S. 717 (1974), 540 F.2d 229
(6th Cir. 1976), affd, 433 U.S. 267 (1977).

Felix Valbuena, director of bilingual education,
Detroit Public Schools, telephone interview, Apr. 4,
1978.

All statistical information pivvided by Herschel
Fort, Detroit Public Schools, to U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights, Chicago Regional Office.

FAIRFAX COUNTY, VIRGINIA

Tom Cowley, lawyer, Fairfax County Puhlic
Schools, telephone interview, Apr. 6, 1978.

Connie Johnson, acting director, Department of
Human Relations, telephone interview, Apr. 6, 1978.

Morris, associate superintendent, Fairfax

County Public Schools, telephone interview, Apr. 6,
1978.

All statistical information provided by Fairfax
County Public Schools Office to U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights, Mid-Atlantic Regional Office.

HILLSBOROUGH COYNTY (TAMPA). FLORIDA

“Hillsborough County School Desegregation,”
staff report prepared for ‘the hearing of the U.S.
Commussion on Civil Rights in Tampa, Florida,
March 1976. _

All statistical information provided by John Huer,
Director of Administrative - Services. Hillsborough
County School District, to U.S. Commission on.Civil
Rights, Atlanta Regional Office. '

INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA

Linda Brown and Lon Brown, U.S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Office for Civil
Rights, Cleveland Branch Office, irterview, Sept. 8,
1978.

Dr. Mary Bush, president, Indianapolis School
Board, telephone interview, Mar. 28, 1978.

Sam Flannigan, attorney for plaintiff, telephone
interview, Mar. 28, 1978.

In-anapolis Public Schools, Planning Depart-
ment, Chronological Summary, Court-relat~d Actions
and Events, IPS Desegregation Case, Aug. 26, 1977.
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Wayne Kincaid, assistant to the superin:ndent,
Indianapolis Publi: Schools, telephone iuterview,
Sept. 12, 1978.

Joseph Mcfeehan, director, Title VII ESAA
Program, Indianapohs Public Schoois, telephone
interview, Mar. 30, 1978, and Sepr. 18, 1978.

Ivory Mitchell and Larry Washington, U.S. De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office
for Civil Rights, Chncago chlonal Office, interview,
Sept. 13, 15 78. .

David Rohn, reporter, Indianapolis News, tele-
phone interview, Mar. 30, 1978.

Mary Rothe, League of Women Voters, telephone
interview, Mar. 29, 1978.

Tom Weber, director. Interreligious Comanuission
on Human Equality, telephone interview, Mar, 20
1978.

John Wouds, attorney for the Indianapolis Public
Schools, telephone interview, Mar. 29, 1978.

U.S. v. Board of Scheol Commissioners of Indianap-
olis, 419 F. Supp. 180 (S.D. Ind. 1975). aff'd, 541 F.2d
1211 (7th Cir. 1976). vacated and remanded sub nom.
Board of School Commissioners of Indianapolis v.
Buchley, 429 U.S. 1068 (1977).

All statistical information provided by the India-
napolis Public Schools to the U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights, Chicago Regional Office.

JEFFERSON COUNTY (LOUISVILLE),
KENTUCKY

Jefferson County Schools Miss Desegregation Goals,
published by Kentucky Commission on Human
Rights, April 1978. -

Statistical information previded by the Jefferson
County School District to the U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights, Atlanta Regional Office.

KANSAS CITY, KAMSAS

Gerald Hall, school board member, telephone
interview, Mar. 27, 1978.

Kansas City Star, “K.C K. Board Spurns Busing,”
Feb. 15, 1977.

Dr. OL. Plucker, superintendent of schools,
Kansas City, Kansas, telephone interview, Mar. 31,
1978.

U.S. v. Unified School District No. .00 (Kansas
City, Kansas), Civil Action No. KC 3738, Memoran-
dum and Order.

Most of the data in this summary were provided
by Superintendent Plucker of Kansas City, Kans.,

9

school District to the U.S, Commission on Civil
Rughts, Kansas Tity, Mo,, Regional Oifice.

Impressions a 1d some dats are based on the 1977-
1978 school vear unless otherwise noted.

KANSAS CIY, MISSQUI!

Letters reviewed by the Central States Regional
Office (Kansas City, Missouri), U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights:

Joseph A. Califano, Jr., Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Hezlth, Education, and Welfare, letter to
Robert R. Wheeler, Superintendent of Schools of
Kansas City, Missouri (Mar. 24, 1978).

David S. Tatel, Director, Office for Civil Rights,
U.S. Depariment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
letters to Samuel Carpenter, president, Kansas City
School District (Feb. 22, 1978, and July 7, 1977).

Paul Holmes, desegregation advisor, Kansas City
School District, interview, Mar. 30, 1978; and letter
to U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Central States
Regional Office, Sept. 14, 1978.

Kansas City Plan for Desegregation and the Instruc-
tional Options Program (no date).

Kansas City Times, “Plan Makes Most S _hools
30% Minority,” Ma 21, 1977.

Impressions and some data are based on the 1977 -
1978 school year unless otherwise noted.

All staistical information provided by the office of
Superintendent  Wheeler of Kansas City, Mo.,

© Schools to the US. Commission on Civil Rights,

n

<

Kansas City, Mo, Regional Office.

LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS

Anrie Abrams, former president, Little Rock PTA
Council, interview, Mar. 29, 1978.

Arkansas Gazeti. “Are All-black Schools Inevita-
ble?” Mar. 28, 1978, p. 2-B; “How Much Desegrega-
tion is Enough?” Mar. 24, 1978; “L.R. Schools at the
Crossroads,” Mar. 23, 1978.

Esther Boswell, State EEO official and community
leader, interviews, Mar. 28 and .9, 1978.

Clark v. Board of Education of Little Rock School
District, 465 F.2d 1044 (8th Cir. 1972), cert. denied,
314 U.S. 923 (1977).

Elijah Coleman, Arkansas Advisory Commmee to
the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, interview, Mar.
27, 1978.

T.E. Patterson, member,
Board, interview, Mar. 27, 1978.

Doug Smith, Bill Lewis, and Bill Green, staff,
Arkarsas Gazette, interview, Mar. 27, 1978.

Little Rock School
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Ed:th Washington. community leader. interview.
Mar. 29, 1978.

Statistical informa.ton provided by the Little Rock
School District to the U.S Commission on Civil
Rights. San Antonis Regional Office. '

LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA

M:.:y Butler. cnairperson, Urban Affairs Commit-
tee. Long Beach, telephone interview, Apr. 10, 1978.
- Carl Cohn, urban affairs coordinator, Long Beach
Unified School District. telephone interview, Apr. 10,
1978.

Thomas J. Lewis, “Long Beach Chapter Joins
Task Force on Integration, Chalienges Busing of
Minorities,” Open Forum (April 1978), vol. 55, no. 4,
p- L
Dick Van Der Laan, director of publications, Long
Beach Unified School District, telephone interview,
Apr. 7. 1978.

Jim Wilson, councilman. Long Beach City Coun-
cil. telephone interview. Apr. 7. 1978,

All staustical information piovided by the Long
Beach School Disirict to the U.S. Commission on
Civil R{ghts, Los Angeles Regional Office.

LOS ANGELES, CALIFURNIA

“Catalog of Specially Funded Pro;rams™ (October
1977). provided by the Los Angeles Unified School
District to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Los
Angeles Regional Office.

“City Schools Enrollment Drop Totals Approxi-
inately 17.5G0," press release, Los Angeles Unified
School District, Nov. 1, 1977.

Crawford v. Board of Education of the Cin
Angeles, 17 C. 3rd 280 (1976).

Los Angeles Times: “Quietly Desperate Parents
Plan Private Schools,” Jan. 21, 1978; “Only Small
Amount of Los Argeles Busing May Be Mandato-
ry.” Feb. 20. 1978; “Los Angeles School Desegrega-
tion Case Enters Quiet Phase,” Mar. 3, 1978;
“Fundamental Schools Top Choice in Survey,” Mar.
7. 1978 “Luaruos Balks on School Plan,” Mar. 31,
1978: “9th Grade May Be Integrated,” Mar. 3|
1978: *“School Board's Integration Vote Skirts
Specifics.” Apr. 4, 1978.

“Los Angeles Unified School District Enroll-
ment—Ethnic Trends,” undated mimeograph from
Los Angeles Unified School District.

“Voluntary Plans Pick Up Speed,” Community
Nerwork. Los Angeles Unified School District,
March 1978.
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All statistica! information .provided by the Los
Angeles Unified School District to the U.S. Commis-
s'on on Civil Rights, Los Angeles Regional Office.

MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN
Amos v. Board of School Directors , 408 F. Supp.

~ 765 (E.D. Wis., 1976), aff'd sub nom. Armsrrong v.

Brennan, 539 F.2d. 625 (7th Cir. 1976), vacated and
remarided, 433 U S. 672 (1977).

Llcyd Barbee and Donald Goldberg, attorneys for
plaintiffs, telephone interview “pr. 3, 1978.

Coalition for Peaceful Schouis, newsletter, March
i578, vol. 3, n0. 3.

Joyce Ellwenger, Committee Monitoring Board,
telephone interview, Apr. 5, 1978.

Gloria Gilmore, member, Wisconsin Advisory
Committee to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights,
telephone interview, Apr. 5, 1978.

Michelle Goldstein, director, Coalition for Peace-
ful Schools, teleplione interview, Apr. 4, 1978.

Lawrence Hannon, attorney fer the school district,
telephone interview, Apr. 3, 1978,

League of Women Voters, “Community Concerns
on 78-79 Plans Discussed,” flyer.

Joyce Mallory, chairperson, Education Commit-
tee, N AACP. 'elephone interview, April 1978.

Organization of Organizations (an umbrella group,
Milwaukee): “Whites Increase Flight from Milwau-
kee Public Schools,” undated flyer; and “Students
and Space in Public Schools.”

John Terronez, mediator, Community Relations
Service, US. Department of Justice, telephone
interview, Apr. 3, 1978.

All statistical information provided vv Chicago
public schools office to U.S. Commission o Civil
Rights, Chicago Regional Office. ,

MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA

Booker v. Special School District No. 1, Minneapo-
lis, Minnesota, 351 F. Supp. 799 (D. Minn., 1972).

Charles Quaintance, Jr., an attorney for plaintiffs,
telephone interview, Apr. 4, 1978.

Minneapolis Star:® Feb. 23, 1978; Mar. 7, 1978;
Mar. 8, 1978. ,

New York Times, Mar. 24, 1978, p. 13.

John Taborn, member, Minnesota Advisory Com-
mittee to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights,
telephone interview, Apr. 3, 1978.

Robert Williams, associate superintenaznt, Minne-
apolis Public Schools, telephone interview, Apr. 4,
1978.
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Current information including statistics supplied
by the Department of Intergroup Education and
Information Services Center, Minneapolis Public
School District, to the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights, Chicago Regional Office.

MOBILE, ALABAMA

James Blacksher, attorney, tclephone interviews,
Apr. 11, and June 16, 1978.

Bob Campbell, attorney, telephone interview, Apr.
18, 1978.

Gary- Cooper, State representative, telephone
interview, Mar. 31, 1978.

Michael Figures, attorney, telephone interview,
Apr. 3, 1978.

J. Larry Newton, deputy superintendent. Mobile
County Schools, telephore interview, S--t. 15, 1978.

Pat Riddle, WKRG-TV news repor..:. telephone
interview, Apr. 12, 1978.

Ellen Weeks, education writer, Mobile
Register. telephone interview, Apr. 11, 1978.

Data supplied by Office for Civil Rights, U.S.
Department of Helath, Education, and Welfare, to
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Atlanta Regional
Office. ' '

Press

NEWCASTLE COUNTY (WI!LMINGTON),
DELAWARE

Fred Banks, member, Delaware Advisory Com-
mittee to the U.S. Commission on Civil. Rights,
telephone interview, May 2, 1978.

Howard H. Brown, Chairperson. Delaware Advi-
sory Committee to the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights, telephone interview, Apr. 10, 1978.

Warren Brown, “Teachers’ Politics Derail Wilm-
ington Desegregation,” Washington Post, Nov. 19,
1978.

Evans v. Buchanan. 447 F. Supp. 982, Court
Ordered Plan (Jan. 9, 1978); 447 F. Supp. 1041,
Subsequent Opinion (Mar. 15, 1978).

Julio Morales, member, Delaware Advisory Com-
mittee to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights,
telephone interview, May 3, 1978.

Steven V. Roberts, “Leaders of Wilmington, Del.
Seek Smooth Start of Busing,” New York Times, Feb.
2, 1973. p. A-16.

Joseph A. Rosenthal, attorney, telephone inter-
view, Apr. 11, 1978. ‘

All statistical information provided by the Dela-
ware Advisory Committée to the U.S. Commission
on Civil Rights, which has been monitoring the

school desegregation process in Wilmington for the
past 2 years, and by siaff of the New Castle County
School District to U.S. Commission on Civil Rights,
Mid-Atlantic Regional Office.

NEW YORK CITY, NEW YORK
Joseph Elias, director, Office of Zoning and

~Integration, Board of Education, New York City,

telephone interview, Apr. 10, {978.

Letiers to Chancellor Irving Axnier from Ofiice for
Civil Rights, U.S. Departmen’ > Health, Education,
and Welfare, Nov. 9, 1976, Ja. . ., 1977, and Cct. 4.
1077,

Alfredo Mathews, cxecutive director, Community
School District Affairs, Board of Education, New
York City, telephone interview, Apr. 5, 1978.

Memorandum of Understanding Between Board
of Education of the City of New York and the Office
for Civil Rights of Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, dated Sept. 7, 1977.

New York Times: Sept. 7, 1977, p. 1; Sept. 22, 1977,
sec. 4, p. 14; Sept. 23, 1977, p. i; Oct. 7, 1977, p. I:

-Oct. 8, 1977, p. I; Oct. 10, 1977, p. 1; Nov. 13, 19 ~

p- 73; Nov. 25, 1977, p. 1; Dec: 13, 1977, p. 43; Mar.

© 20,1978, p. 1; Mar. 25; 1978, p. 18; Apr.7, 1978, p. 1.

Joe Pacheco, Puerto Rican Educators Association,
teiephone interview, Apr. 6, 1978.

US. Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, N-tional Institu' of Education, School
Desegregaiion: A Report of State and Federal Judicial
and Administrative A ctivity (October 1977).

Wall Street Journal. Mar. 23, 1978, p. 20.

Helen Whitney, equal opportunity specialist,
Office for Civil Rights, U.S. Derartment of Health,
Education, and Welfare, New York City, interview,
Apr. 5, 1978.

OGDEN, UTAH .

'ames H. Gillespie, president, Ogden NAACP,
telephone interview, Apr. 20, 1978.

Ivan Quist, director of pupil personnel, Ogden
School District, telephone inicrview, Apr. 18, 1978.

U.S. _ommission on Civil Rights, School De-
segregation in Ogden, Utah (May 1977).

All statistical information provided by Ogden
School District office to U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights, Denver Regional Office.

OKLAHOM. CITY, OKLAHOMA
Leonard Benton, executive director, Oklahoma
City Urban League, interview, Mar. 30, 1978.
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Theodosia Crawford, president, Oklahoma City
NAACP, interview, Mar. 30, 1978.

Shirley A. Darrell, executive director, YWCA of
Oklahoma City, interview, Mar. 30, 1678.

Dowel! v. Board of Education of Oklahomg Cit;, 338
F. Supp. 1258 (W.D. Okla. 1972), aff'd. 465 F 2d
(1012 10th Cir. 1972), cert. denied, 409 U.S. 1041
(1972).

Paul Englisk, member, Oklahoma City School
Board, telcphone interview, Mar. 28, 1978.

Mary Hammond, asscciate director of education,
Tirban League, interview, Mar. 30, 1978.

Alice V. Houston, director of curriculum, Oklaho-
o.- City School District, interview, Mar. 30, 1978.

Eugene Jones, education committee, Oklahoma
City NAACP, interview, Mar. 30, 1978.

Jim Johnson, director of pupil services, Okla oma
city School District, interview, Mar. 30, 1978.

E. Olen Labor, assistant to director, fifth year
and middie schools, Oklahoma City School District,
interview, Mar. 30, 1978.

Jesse Lindley, assistant superintendent, Oklahoma
City Scho»l District, interview, Mar. 30, 1978.

IMaefeatha Patterson, teacher/counselor, Oklaho-
ma City School District, interview, Mar. 30, 1978.

Rilph Risdon, principal, Oklahoma City School
I" sinict, interview, Mar. 30, 1978.

"4i..28 Robinson, principal, Oklahoma City School
District, interview, Mar. 30, 1978.

Joha R. Sadberry, director of high - schools,
Oklahoma City Scheol District, interview, Mar. 30,
1978.

Janice Scott, deputy directo:, Oklahoma Urban
League, interview, Mar. 3G, 1978.

‘reddye Williams, president,” Oklahoma City
School Board, telephone interview, Mar. 28, 1978

U.S. Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, Supplementary Questionnaire, Application
for Basic LEA Project, Form OMB No. 51-R 1175,

part 1, Public Enrollment and Participation Data,.

table 1, Minority Group Isolation, Nov. 23, 19/7.
All statistical and lé¢gal data in this survey were
. provided by the Cklahoma City Schocls to the U.S.
- Commission on Civil Rights, San Antonio Regicnal
Office. -

73’ \HA, NEBRASKA
Mary Bicak, Office of Research, Omaha Public
Schools, telephone interview, Apr. 12, 1978.
Desegregation " the School Districi of
Omaha, Omaha ! -iiools, December 1975.

84
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Directory of Public Elementary and Secondary
Schools in Selected Districts, Fall 1972.

Letters received by the Central States Regional
Office, (Kansas Citv, Mo.), U.S. Commissicn on
Civil Rights, from: Robert V. Broom, Legal Aid
Society, Mar. 29, 1978; Don. K. Cunningham,
Cmaha Public Sct . 1 Board, Mar. 24, i278; Uma-
hans Against Forced Busing, Inc. (uasigned and
undated), received Apr. 11, 1978; Norbert J. Schuer-
man, Omaha Public Schools, Mar. 29, 1978.

Omaha Sun, “Trend Indicates Black Suspensxon
Rate Increasing,” Mar. 10, 1977.

Omaha World-Herald: “Integration’s Effect on
Learning: Teachers’ Views Mixed,” Mar. 18, 1977;
“School Board Votes Third Racial Appeal,” Oct. 28,
1977; Report: Despite Problems Integration Fol-
lowed Strictly,” Nov. 10, 1976; “Judge: Stahmer Out
of School’s Lawsuits,” fune 24, 1977; “Most Teach-
ers’ Discipline Problein Hasn’t Intensified,” Mar. 19,
1977; “Bus Riders’ Grades Steady,” May 22, 1976;
“Group Told: Be Positive on Busing,” Aug. 25, 1976.

All statistical information provided by the office of
Dr. Owen Kuutzen, superintendent of public schools,
to the U.S. Co. _mission on Civil Rights, Kansas
City, Mc., Regional Office.

Statistical material (Form lOls) on file with Office
for Civil Rights, U.S. Departmeni «f Health, Educa-
tion,a 1 Welfare, ian<; City, Mo.

Impressions and some data are based cn the 1977-
78 school year nnless otherwise noted.

PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA

Annual reports, Pennsylvania Human Relations
Commission from 1973-77.

Grace Alpern, Ct~urperson, Pennsylvania Adviso-
ry Committee to the U.S. ‘Commission 1 Civil
Rights; assistant director, Fellowship Commission;
and member, Alliance for Quality Education, Phila-
delphia; telephone interview, Apr. 3, 1978.

Richard Amliot, director of education, Pennsvlva-
nia Human Relations Commission, Harris*:.g,
telephone iuterview, Apr. 20, 1978.

Dr. Ara Bush, assistant to the superintcndent,
School District of Philadelphia, telephone interviews,
Apr. 21, 1978.

Citizens Panel for Sckool Desegregation, meeiing,

~Apr. 25, 1978, observed by regional Commission

staff. .
Charlotte Eihier, League of Wcmen Votess,
Philadelphia, telephone interview, Apr. 19, 1978.
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Bill Jones. directer of information services Phila-
delphia School District, telephene interview *pr. 21,

1978.
* Lazar Kleit, Philadeiphia Commission on Human
Relavons, telepiione interview, Apr. 20, 1978.

Helen OaXes, writet and commmunity activist,
telephore intcrview, Apr. 19, 1978.

William J. Shepherd, Philadelphia Commission on
Human Relation:, telephore interview, Apr. 2I,
1978.

Harry Wilson, Office for Civil Rights, U.S.
Department of Health, Education. und Welfare,
Philadeiphia, telephone interview, Apr. 20, 1978.

All statistical information provided by the Office
of Adrunistrative Resea. Philadelphia School
District, to U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Mid-

silantic Regicnai Office, Washington, D.C.

PITTSBURGH PENNSYLVANIA

Harvey Adams, president, Pittsburgh NAAC P,
telephone interview, Apr. 17, 1978.

Richard Anliot, director of cducation, Pennsylva-
nia Human Relations Commission, telephone inter-
view, Apr. 17, 1978.

Doiores Bensoi, parent representative, Carrick
Clustzr, telzphone interview, Apr. 19, 1978.

Frank Bolaen, deputy director of public relations,
Pittsburgh Puliic Schools, telephor » intervicw, Apr.
19, 197R.

Ogle Burks Duff, director, General Acssistance
Center on Schoo! Descpregation and  Conflict,
University of Pittsburgh, telephone interview, Apr.
13, 1978.

Muriel Floyd, chairperson, Educaticn Commi:tee,
Pittsburgh NAACP, tc’ephonc interview, Apr. 19,
1978.

Caren Marcus, Pu.sburgl; Prevs, teiephone inter-
view, Apr. 17, 1978. .

Rev. [eroy Iatrick, tormer schcol board presi-
dent, Pittsburgh Public Schools, telephone interview,
Apr. 18, 1978.

Pittsbui ;" - Gazerte, Aug. 12, 1978.

Janet Reberts, Office for Civil Rights, U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Phila *~iphia, ielephone interview, Apr 18, 1978.

John Soboslay, public information director, Piits-
burgh Scirool District. telephone interview, Sept. i8,
1978.

Geneva Twyman, coordinator for parent represen-
tatives, Office of *he Superintendent, Board of }'ublic
Education, telephone interview, Apr. 18, 1978.

Curtis L. Walker, deputy superintendent of
schoo's, telephone interview, Apr. 18, 1978.

PORTLAND, OREGON

Saia Cogan, member, Community Coalition for
School Integration, telephone interview, Apr. 3, 1978.

Elizabeth Fllis, social worker, Committee of
Spanish-Speaking People of Oregon, telephone inter-
view, Apr. 3, 1978.

Smest E. Hartzog, assistant superintendent of
schools. Portland Public Schools, telephone inter-
views, Mar. 30, Apr. 4, and Sept. 14, 1978.

“A. Short History of the Desegregation Program of
the Portland P.blic Scheols,” Portlard Public
Schools ESAA application, February i978.

Ruth Spencer, teacher and memh+: of Portland
Mirority Educator’s Association, fe.phone intef
view, Apr. 3, 1978.

David Swensen, equal opportunity specialist,
Office for Civil Rights, U.S. Departrnent of Health,
Education, and Welfare, Seattle, intervicws, Mar. 30
and Sept. 15, 1978.

The Oregoniar: “Desegrcgation - Effort Arouses
Concerns,” Apr. 1, 1978, and “Citizens Group Wants
Two-way School Busing” and “Coalition Pinpoinis
‘Flaws’ In School Desegregation Program,” Sept. 10,
1978.

Statistical material (Form 101s) on {ile with Office
for Ciil Rights, U.S. Departmeni o Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, Seattle, Washington.

Other data in this summary provided by Emest
Hartzog, assistant superintendent, Portland Public
Schools.

PROVIDENCE, RHODE ISLAND
foyce Fairchild, concerred parent,
interview, Apr. 4, 1978.

Rev. * Raymond Gibson, member, Rhede Island
Advisory Committee to the U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights, telephone intet izw, Apr. 4, 1978, °

Michael Gillespie, teacher, Classical High School,
-Providence School Department, teiephone interview,
Apr. 5, 1978.

Dr.  Theodore J. Haig, equal education officer,
Providence School Degartment, telept 'ne interview,
Sept. 19, 1978.

Mary Hazeltine, executive direc' r, Little Hali
Tutorial Scheol, Providence School Deiartment,
telephone interview, Apr. 4, 1972,

telephune
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- Jerome Jones, superiniendent of schools, Provi-
dence School Departmcnt telephone interview, Apr.
5. 1978.

Charlotte Primack, dll‘CLlOf federally assisted
programs, Providence School Department, telephone
interview, Sept. 8, 1978.

Frank- Walker, State equal education officer,
Rhode Island State Department of Education,
telephone interview, Apr. 5, 1978.

RAPID CITY, SOUTH DAKOTA

Roberta Ferron, director of legal services, Rapid
City Area School District, telephone interview, Apr.
12, 1978. .

Rosemond Goins, director, South Dakota Indian
Association, telephone interview, Apr. 15, 1978.

Sol Bird Mockicin. director, indian education,
Rapid City Area School District, teléphcac inter-
view, Apr. 18, 1978.

Jamie Neely, “Bilingual Project Praised, Advisory
Greups Criticized.” Rapid City Journal, Mar. 15,
1978, p. 3.

Wilbur Reed, Community Relauom Service, U S.
Department of Justice. Denver, telephone 1nterv1ew
" Apr. 15, 1978.

Rapid City Independent School District No. 1,
Rapid City Schools Title IV Civil Rights Proposal.

All statistical information provided by Rapid City
Area School District to U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights, Denver Regional Office.

SAINT LOUIS, MISSOURI

Center for Metropolitan Studies of the Umversny
of Missouri at St. Louis, “Resolving the Desegrega-
tion Issue in the St. Louis Pubhc Schools”, (February
1978).

Kansas City Srar: “Magnet Schools Please Stu-
dents,” -Apr. 4, 1978; “No Busing in St. Louig,
Integration Plan,” Feb. 8, 1976.

Samuel Lee, Office -of the Superintendent, St.
" Louis Public Schools, telephone interview, Sept.’14,
1978.

Letters received by the Central States Regional
Office (Kansas City, Mo.), U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights from: thony Jj. Sestric, Mar. 29, 1978;
Robert E. We& Superintendent of Schools, and
Gordon L. Benson, Anitza L. Bond, Daniel L,
Schlafley, memYers of the St.
Education Apr. {4, 1978:. Robert E. Wentz, May 1,
1978.
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“in City School Case,” Nov. 11, 1976; *

Louis Board of -

St.  Louis Post-Dispatch: “Busing Becomes !ssue
City Irtegra-
tion Plan in Legal Snarl,” Oct. 16, 1977; “Wili ‘Best
We Could’ Satisfy Court Desegregation Cases?” Apr,
12, 1978 “Magnet Pupils Below Peers on Test,” Oct.
21, 1977: *150 Socuthside Teachers Protest Racial
Transfers,” Apr. 25, 1978.

Robert E. Wentz, superintendent of schools,
interview, St. Louis, Mo., May 25, 197¢.

Impressions and some data are based on the 1977-
78 school year unless otherwise noted.

All statistical information provided by the office of
Dr. Robert Wentz, supgrinte1dent of public schools,

‘to U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Kansas City,

M:_souri Regional Office.

SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA

Ernest Boldrich, former member, San Diego
School District Citizens Advisory Committee on
Desegregation, telephone interview, Apr. 4, 1978.

Ed Fletcher, assistant superintendent, community
relations division, San Diego Unified School District,
telephone interviews, Apr. 4 and July 12, 1978.

Los Angeles Times: “San Diego Integration Ads
Run Into Snags,” Apr. 6, 1978; “San Diego Integra-
tion Plan is All-Voluntary,” Mar. 26, 1978.

. Clarence Fendleton, executive director, San Diego
Urban League, and vice chairman, San Diego School
District Citizens Advisory Committee on Desegrega-

* tion, telephone intervitw, Apr. 4, 1978.

Pupil Ethnic Census, San Diego City Schools,
November 1977.
San Diego Plan for Racial Integratlon 1978-82,
San Diego City Schools, Mar. 22, 1978." '
School Integratio- Surveys: Preliminary Report,
San Diego City Schools, May 1977.

All statistical information provided by the San
Diego School District to the U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights, Los Angeles Regional Office.

" SEATTLE, WASHINGTON :

Gary Beanblossom, demographer, Seattle Public
Schools, telephone interview, Sept. 15, 1978.

Jay Eyman, grants mzuagement officer, Seattle
Public Schools, telephone interview, Sept 15, 20,
1978.

Art Kono, assistant director, desegregation ser-
vices and coordinator of crisis prevention and
intervention, Seattle Public Schools, telephone inter-
views, Mar, 31 and Sept. 14, 1978.
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David K. .. training ofticer, Seattle Public
Schools, telept. . interview, Sept. 15, 1978.

“Nine’s Jourial,” television broadcast on descgrc-
gation opposition, KCTS-TV (PBS), Apr. 1, 1978,
7:30p ™

Re: olutions 77-8, 77-9 and 77-29 of the Seattle
School Board.

Dorothy Sakamoto, records coordinator, Seattle

Public Schools, telephone interviews, Sept. 15, 19, .

1978.

Seaitle Times,
Stick To It, Survey Shows,”
“School Board OKs Desegregation Policies,”
30. 1978.

Hilary Valdez, conflict resolution specialist, Com-
munity Relations Service, US. Department of
Justice, interview, Seattle, Mar. 29, 1978.

Patricia Yates, equal opportunity specialist, Office
for Civil Rights, U.S. Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, Seattle, interview, Apr. 4, 1978.

Statistical material (Form 101s) on file with Office
for Civil Rights, U.S. Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, Seattle.

“Racial-TFransfer Students Will
Apr. 9. 1978, p. A4;
Mar.

SOLENM, NORTH CAROLINA

Derek Adams, superintendent, Sc.:n School Dis-
trict No. 3, telephone interview, Apr. 14, 1978.

Mike Gonzalez, Office for Civil Rights, U.S.
Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
Denver, telephone interview, Apr. 14, 1978.

Wilbur Reed, regional conciliator, Community
Relations Service, U.S. Department of Justice,
Denver, telephone interview, Apr. 13, 1978,

“School Desegregation Case,” Native Rights Fund
Announcement, December 1977, p. 8.

All statistical information provided by Solen
School District No. 3 to U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights, Denver Regioral Office.

SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Carolyn Chang, member, Massachusetts Advisory .

Committee to the U.S. Commission on Civii Rights,
and staff, Office for Civil Rights, U.S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Boston, telephone
interviews, July 18, 1978, and Sept. 11, 1978.

Dr. Charles Glenn, director, State Bureau of
Equal Educational Opportunity, telephone interview,
Apr. 6, 1978, '

Cornelius Hannigan, director, School Community
Relations Office, Springfield School Department,
telephone interview, Sept. 14, 1978.

Dr. John Howell, director of researck, Spring-
field School Department, telephone interview, A‘pr
6, 1978.

Carmencita Jones, former director, Quality Inte-
grated Education Committee, telephone interview,
Apr. 6, 1978.

Dorothy Jones, member, Massachusetts Advisory
Committee to the U.S. Commussion on Civil Rights,
telephone interview, Apr. 6, 1978.

Gary Roberts, evaluator, éhapter 636, Springfield
School Department, telephone interviews, Sept. 1i
and 12, 1978.

Dr. John Sullivan, director, Federal Programs
Office, Springfield School Department, telephone
interview, Oct. 16, 1978.

FHenry M. Thomas III, director, Urban League,
telephone interview, Apr. 6, 1978.

Yolanda Ulloa, director, bilingual programs,
Springfield School Department, Apr. 6, 1978.

U.S. Department of Heaith, Education. and
Welfare, National Institute of Education, Schoo!
Desegregation: A Report of State and Federal Judicial
and Adm’nistrative Activity (October 1977), p. 20.

TACOMA, WASHINGTON

Thomas Dixon, president, Tacoma Urban League
telephone interview, Mar. 30, 1978.

Alexander Sergienko, superintendent, Tacoma
School District, telephone interviews, Mar. 31 and
Sept. 14 and 15, 1978.

Dolores Silas, chairperson, minority administra-
tors, Tacoma Public Schools, telephone interview,
Apr. 6, 1978.

Dr. Harold Snodgrass, director of information,
Tacoma School District, telephone interview, Mar.
30, 1978.

Willard P. Wilcox, parent, telephone interview,
Apr. 3, 1978.

Patricia Yates, equal opportunity specialist, Office
for Civil Rights, U.S. Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, Seattle, interview, Apr. 4, 1978.

All data in this summary provided by Dr. Harold
Snodgrass, Tacoma School District, to the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights, Seattle Regional Office.

TUCSON, ARIZONA

Joseph S. Carroll, executive director, Tucson
Urban Le:.gue, interview, Apr. 6, 1978.

Richard Crosby, vice president, Tucson Union
Pank, interview, Apr. 6, 1978.
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Raul Grijalva, director, El Pueblo Neighborhood
Center, Tucson, Arizona, member, Tucson Board of
Education, interview, Apr. 6, 1978.

Dave Kennon, assistant superintendent for State
and Federal programs, Tucson School Districi,
interview, Apr. 6, 1978.

Ted Lewis, urban program director, Indian Em-
ployment and Training Program. Tucson, intseview,
Apr. 6, 1978.

Henry Oyama, director, bilingual and internation-
al studies, Pima Community College, Tucson, inter-
view, Apr. 6, 1978. " ‘

Ernest Urias, executive director, Tucson SER
Project, a 'manpower program, interview, Apr. 6,
1978. ,

All data in summary"ovided by the Tucson
School District to the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights, Los Angeles Regional Office.
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UVALDE, TEXAS

R. E. Byron, Uvalde school supe:intendent,
telephone interview, Apr. 4, 1978,

Josue Garza, CAP Agency director, Uvaide,
interview. Mar, 29, 1978.

Morales v. Shan~on, 516 F.2d 411 (5tk Cir. 1975),
cert. denied, — U.S. —, 96 S. Ct. 565 (1975).

Peter Roos, MALDEF, San Francisco Office,
telephone interview, Apr. 4, 1978.

Texas Education Agency, Auztin, telephone inter-
view, Apr. 6, 1978.

Alonzo Villareal, Uvalde attorney, interview, Mar.
29, 1978.

All statistical data provided by the Texas Educa-
tion Agency and Uvalde School District to U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights, San Antonio Regional
Office.



Appendix 8

SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS OF 47 DISTRICTS SURVEYED

School Superimendents (responded as of
Nov. 16, 1978)

Dr. John R. Peper, Superintendent School District
of Anchorage, Anchorage, Ala:: -

Dr. Jack Davidson, Superintendent, School District
of Austin, Austin, Texas

Dr. John L. Crew, Superintendent, School District
of Baltimore, Baltimore, Maryland

Eugene T. Keville, Superintendent, School District of
Buffalo, Buffalo, New York

Dr. William Peckham, Superintendent, School Dis-
trict of Burley, Burley, Idaho

Dr. Jay M. Robinson, Superintendent, School
District of Charlotte, Charlotte, North Carolina

Dr. Doug Bundren, Superinicndent, Schoel Dis-
trict of Clark County, Clark County (Las Vegas),
Nevada .

Dr. George M. Carnie, Superintendent, School
District of Colorado Springs, Culorado aprmgs,
Colorado

Dr. J. L. Jones, Superintendent, School District of
Dade County, Dade County, Florida

Dr. Joseph E: Brzeinski, Superintendent, School

_ District of Denver, Denver, Colorado
Dwight M. Davis, Superintendent, School District of
Des Moines, Des Moines, Iowa

Arthur Jefferson, Superintendent, School District of
Detroit, Detroit, Michigan

Dr. S. John Davis, Superintendent, School District
of Fairfax, Fairfax, Vu-glma

Dr. Raymond Shelton, Superintendent, School
District of Hillsborough (ounty, Tampa, Florida

Karl R. Kalp, Superintendent, School District of
Indianapolis, Ind‘anapoiis, Indiana

Dr. Robert Wheeler, Supcintsndent, School Dis-
trict of Kansas City, Kansas City, Missouri

Ermest C. Grayson, Supsrintendent, School District
of Jefferson County, Louisville, Kentucky

Dr. O.L. Plucker, Supcrintendent, School District
of Kansas City, k.anszs City, Missouri

Francis Laufenberg, Superintendent, School District
of Long Beach, Long Beach, California

Dr. William J. Johnson, School District of Los
Angeles, Los Angeies, California

Dr.- Lee McMurrin, Superintendent, School District
of Milwaukee, Milwaukee, Wisconsin

Raymond Arveson, Superintendent, School District
of Minneapolis, Minneapolis, Minnesota

Dr. Abe Hammons, Superintendent, School Dis-
trict of Mobile, Mobile, Alabama

Dr. Carroll W. Biggs, Superintendent, School Dis- |
trict of New Castle County, Wilmington, Delaware

Dr. Frank Macchiarola, Superintendent, School

. District of New York, New York, New York

Dr. William L. Garner, Superintendent, School
District of Ogden, Ogden, Utah

Hugh B. Ginn, Superintendent, School District of
‘Oklahoma City, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma

Dr. Owen Knutzen, School District of Omaha,
Omaha, Nebraska ;

Michael Marcase, Superintendent, School District of -
Philadelphia, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Dr. Jery C, Olson, Superintendent, School sttnct
of Pittsburgh, Piitsburgh, Pennsylvania

Dr. Robert W. Blanchard, Superintendent, School
District of Portlarid, Portiand, Oregon

Dr. Marren M. Rosen, Superintendent, School
District of Rapid City, Rapid City, South Dakota

Edward D. Fletcher, Superintendent, School District
of San Diego, San Diego, California

'Dr. David Moberly, Superintendent, School Dis-

trict of Seattle, Seattle, Washington

John H. Kauffman, Superintendent, School District
of Solen, Solen, North Dakota

Dr. John E. Deady, Superintendent, School District
of Springfield, Springfield, Massachusetts
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Dr. Robert Wentz, Superintendent, School District
of St. Louis. St. Louis, Missouri

Dr. Alexander Sergienko, Superintendent, School
District of Tacoma, Tacoma, Washington

Sam Polito, Superintendent, School District of
Tucson, Tucson, Arizona

Superintendeits (no response as of Nov. 9,
: 1978)
Dr. Alonzo A. Crim, Superintendent, School Dis-
trict of Atlanta, Atlanta, Georgia
Clyde H. Lindsey, Superintendent, School District of
Baton Rouge, Baton Rouge, Louisiana
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Paul W. Masem, Superintendent, School District of
Little Rock, Little Rock, Arkansas

R. E. Byron, Superintendent, School District of
Uvalde, Uvalde, Texas

Dr. Robert Wood, Superintendent, School District
of Boston, Boston, Massachusetts

Dr. Jerome B. Jones, Superintendent, School Dis-
trict of Providence, Providence, Rhode Island

Joseph P. Hannon, General Superintendent, Schoo!
District of Chicag), Chicago, Illinois

Peter P. Carlin, Superintendent, School District of
Cleveland, Cleveland, Ohic
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. Errata Sheet Desegregation of the Nation's Public Schools: A Status Report

strike Recommendation 2(a)(1);

) pg. 1v, paragraph one, line one:
insert Recommendation 2(b)(1).

Pg- 72, column two, paragraph one, line one: insart Buffalo, New York before
Cleveland, Ohio.

pg. 72, column two, paragraph two, line four: strike Buffalo, New Yorl.

Pg- 89, column one, after subheading School Superintendents: strike
(respondcd as of Nov. 16, 1978) 1Insert: (responded

as of Dec. 21, 1978).
strike (no response

Pg-. 90, column one, after subheading Superintendents:
as of Nov. 9, 1978) 1Insert: (no response as of

Dec. 21, 1978).
- - . . Co e c—— e S
TABLE 4 :
1976 Actual and Projected Average Levels of Segregation* for
various Minorities and District Compliance Categories !
COMPLIANCE CATEGORIES** I
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Blacks 23 7 .59 .20 .39 30
Hispanics bos 07 a3 .03 19 7
Asian/Pacific ;
Ixlanders .03 .02 i .01 .02 .03 .03
f
. Indi !
i/ IR IS TE S R IR
All minorities .l ‘ .15 .53 .14 .27 .23
s I :
Number of districts
surveyed 681 N2 16 284 1,923 3,616
s 1ow Tevel 1T the index Ts 0.0-U0.79, moderate

= The level of segregation is described-
level if the index 1s 0.20-0.49, and high lev2] 1f the index is 0.50 or greater.

** The data in the first four columns are from all districts in the country with the
specified compliance characteristics; thus, the data given in those columms are
actual values rather than projected estimates. The data in the fifth column are pro-
Jected estimates from a sample. The data 1) the sixth column are projected estimates.
The compliance codes for approximately 10 percent of the 3,616 analyzed districts were
corrected oy the Office for Civil Rights' contractor subsequent to the analyses re-
ported here. Most of the corrections involved reclassifying "other districts” as one
of the four other possible categories. Consequently, all values in this table may be
moderately in error. : '

*** A "yoluntary" desegregation plan is defined by the Office for Civil Rights as any,

adopted plan that was not court ordered, regardless of the other sources of pressure
that mayv have led a district to adopt the plan (including pressures from the State

departments of educstion, the Office for Civil Rights. or the threat of litigation).
stimates may be slightly in error; the standard errors exceeded 3 percentage
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